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EDITORS'  PREFACE 


THEOLOGY  has  made  great  and  rapid  advances 
in  recent  years.  New  lines  of  investigation  have 
beea  opened  up,  fresh  light  has  been  cast  upon 
inaay  subjects  of  (he  deepest  interest,  and  the  historical 
method  has  been  applied  with  important  results.  This 
has  prepared  the  way  for  a  Library  of  Theological 
Science,  and  has  created  the  demand  lor  it.  It  has  also 
irade  it  at  once  opportune  and  practicable  now  to  sft* 
cure  the  serrices  of  specialists  in  the  different  depart- 
ments of  Theology,  and  to  associate  them  in  an  enter. 
prise  which  will  furnish  a  record  of  Theological 
inquiry  up  to  date. 

This  Library  is  designed  to  cover  the  whole  field  of 
Christian  Theology.  Each  volume  is  to  be  complete 
in  itself,  while,  at  the  same  time,  it  will  form  part  of  a 
carefully  planned  whole.  One  of  the  Editors  is  to  pre- 
pare a  volurae  of  Theological  Encyclopaidia  which  will 
give  the  history  and  literature  of  each  department,  as 
rell  as  of  Theology  as  a  whole. 


The  International  Theological  Library 


The  Library  is  intended  to  form  a  series  of  Text- 
Booki  for  Students  of  Theology. 

The  Authors,  therefore,  aim  at  conciseness  and  com- 
pactness of  statement.  At  the  s»me  time,  they  have  in 
view  that  large  and  increa&ing  class  of  students,  in  other 
departments  o(  inquiry,  who  desire  to  have  a  systematic 
and  thorough  exposition  of  Theological  Science.  Tech- 1 
nical  matters  will  therefore  be  thrown  into  the  form  of] 
notes,  and  the  text  will  be  made  as  readable  and  attract- 
ive as  possible. 

The  Library  is  international  and  inlerconfessional.  It 
will  be  conducted  in  a  catholic  spirit,  and  in  the 
interests  of  Theology  as  a  science. 

Its  aim  will  be  to  g^ve  full  and  impartial  statements 
both  of  the  results  o(  Theological  Science  and  ot  the 
questions  which  are  still  at  issue  in  the  different 
departments. 

The  Authors  will  be  scholars  of  recognized  reputation 
in  the  several  branches  of  study  assigned  to  them.  They 
will  be  associated  with  each  other  and  with  the  Editors 
in  the  elTorl  to  provide  a  series  of  volumes  which  may 
adequately  represent  the  present  condition  of  invesli-< 
gation.  and  indicate  the  way  for  further  progress. 

Charles  A.  Driggs 
Stewart  D.  F.  SaliiondI 
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"Withoat  doubt,  •ome  of  the  richeat  and  moit  pow«r<u  ind  popqlau 
communities  of  the  uitiqae  world,  and  tome  of  the  grandest  pcraonalitiei 
and  events,  have,  Co  after  uid  present  limet,  left  themselves  entirely 
nobequeath'd.  Others  have  snived  safety,  al  liom  voyages  over  wide, 
centuiy-stretching  Mai.  The  little  ships,  the  miracles  that  have  buoy'd 
them,  and  by  incredible  chance*  safely  convey'd  ihem  (or  the  betl  of 
them,  theii  meaning  and  CMence)  over  long  wastes,  darkness,  tethatgy, 
ignorance,  etc,  have  been  ■  few  inscriptions — •  lew  immortal  compo- 
sitioni,  small  in  siie,  yel  compassing  what  measureleia  values  of  re- 
miniscence, contemporary  portraitures,  manners,  idioms  and  belieb,  with 
deepest  inference,  hint  and  thought,  to  tie  and  touch  for  ever  the  old, 
new  body,  and  the  old,  new  soul  I  These  I  and  still  these  I  bearing  the 
freight  ao  dear — dearer  than  pride— dearer  than  love.  All  the  best 
experience  of  humanity,  folded,  saved,  freighted  to  us  here.  Some  of 
these  tiny  ship*  we  call  Old  and  New  Testament.  .  .  ." 

Walt  Whitman,  Denaeratu  fitfat. 

"A  book  that  is  nally  old  and  really  valuable  has  nothing  to  fear  from 
the  critic,  whose  labours  can  only  put  its  worth  in  a  clearer  light,  and 
establish  its  aathority  on  ■  surer  basis.  In  a.  word,  it  is  the  business 
of  the  critic  to  trace  back  the  steps  by  which  any  ancient  book  has  been 
transmitted  to  us,  to  find  where  it  came  from  and  who  wrote  it,  to 
examine  the  occaiion  of  its  composition,  and  search  out  every  link  that 
connect*  it  with  the  history  of  the  ancient  world  and  with  the  personal 
life  of  iu  atithor." 

W.  RoBBRTSON  Smith,  7%e  Old  Tiitammlmlhf 
Jmitk  Church  (Lect.  I.). 

"From  the  first  the  living  stream  of  christian  experience,  though  holding 
that  onward  course  of  which  the  successive  flood-marks  are  the  epiitle  to 
the  Romans  and  the  gospel  ascribed  to  St.  John,  had  been  Biagnating  by 
the  way  into  pools  formed  on  the  one  *ide  by  Judaism,  on  the  other  1^ 
philosophic  *ystems.  The  popular  habit  of  regarding  the  writii^  of 
the  NT  as  a  body  of  doctrine  i»tched  into  the  world  all  at  once,  has 
caused  thii  fiujt  to  be  generally  overlooked.  Yel  an  examination  of  these 
writings  themselves  might  satisfy  us  that  they  came  into  being  a* 
successive  assertion*  of  the  fulness  of  christian  life  against  a  cotempor- 
■neouittiBenii^of  it  either  into  Jewish  ordinance  or  gentile  [diilosophy." 
T.  H.  GUBN,  Wfrkt  (vol.  ill  p.  170). 


PREFACE 


Since  this  manual  is  designed  primarily  for  the  use  of 

students,  most  of  whom  need  to  be  reminded  that  if  the 

first  commandment  of  research  is, '  Thou  shalt  work  at  the 

sources,'  the  second  is, '  Thou  shalt  acquaint  thyself  with 

work  done  before  thee  and  beside  thee,'  I  have  a^eed  to 

notice,  as  far  as  the  limits  of  my  space  and  knowledge 

permit,  the  views  of  scholars  who  for  various  reasons  are 

led  to  occupy  positions  which  differ  from  those  adopted 

in  the  following  pages.     The  literary  criticism  of  the  New 

Testament   still   contains   a    large   number  of  unsettled 

problems,   and   it    is  only   fair,   in   a   handbook   of  this 

kind,  that  facilities  should  be  given  for  comparing  the 

ramifications  of  argument  and  argument     Among  other 

things,  I  have  tried  to  draw  up  sifted  lists  of  references  to 

the  relevant  literature  for  the  convenience  of  those  who 

desire  to  find  their  way  about  in  the  world  of  more  or  less 

recent  opinion  upon  the  subject.     The  bibliographies  have 

to  be  read  in  the  light  of  what  Eusebius  wrote  at  the  close 

of  the  ninth  book  of  his  Pmparatio  Euangelica  :  kcu  iroKvi 

"hi  aKKog  [i,apTVpai*  ifM*  ojt^of  wctKctwn  n  xai  fsmv  (rv/ypaifiwii 

tirippsi,  T^v  ajiata*  tok  nSiiffi  ^ji^po/  ivKrppayi^oi/.smi',  l>¥  rag 

pvfdf,  \6yov  -xpotoobfit* Of  ov/x/xtT'p/a;,  roig  pt\ofjitt6i<n  ^n» 

Tt   xai  inpstJ*cii   ttroyti-4'ums,    tTi    T^r    XtiTowrai'    avroi 

MToi&yiaomSa.  iTayyeX/o:*.     I  could  have  wished  to  make 

ta 
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the  lists  as  well  as  the  arguments  ampler  at  several 
points.  Still,  they  will  perhaps  serve,  for  all  their 
defects,  to  give  some  clue  to  the  main  divergences  of 
critical  research  from  the  track  which  has  been  outlined 
in  the  present  volume. 

JAMES  MOFFATT. 
Bkoughty-Ferky,  August  iitk,  191a 
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ABBREVIATIONS 


4A.    . 


AJT.  . 
AXytr. 


The  ApMtolic  Affl,  HUcory  of  i 

WeiEOckci't  Jm  af*il*tiiike  Ztilalttr*  (1901,  Eng. 
tr.  of  icMni]  ediliun,  ■894). 

A.  C  McGlfflni  (Inu-inai.  1'hcol.  l-lbtuj,  1S97). 

J.  V.  Binlet  |tn  *  Enu  of  ChnKiui  ChurcK,'  1900). 

J.  H.    Rope*.    7"*«   Af*i!»lk  Af  in  Hu  Lit^t  tf 
MvUm  Crititilm  (1906). 
Hamuk  anil  rreuichcn,    Cttiikklt  der  aUfiriil/ttitii 

Ltlltraltir  Ht  EtUlUui.     1.  DU  VtltriH/trmtg  Mud 

Jtr  BtiSanJ  (1893) ;  lU  Di*  CJbwu/ex^  (1  b  1897, 

Bhihaid't  JU  ^ItkrUtluht   LilUrrlitr  u.   iirt  Stfrr- 

ttitatg  mt  t8So  (put  I.  1 894}. 
7^  AmerUaM  /mmal  ^  Thtrlrgji  (C!hi(a{0). 
Ankivftir  KtiigicHtmuitiuika/t  (Btrtin,  «d.  IKeteridi 

and  Adidiil. 
Bn/rift  nrr  ffrJmimgtArut/.  ni»itgii{td.  Schkuo). 
Schcnkd't  JtiitJ-lt^^H, 
Butiiiiii  4t  Ua.  laUriiMiju*  (Puii). 
Harnack't  Btitn^t  tur  EinUiiutig  in  iai  NT  (i.  Lmiat 

drr  Am,  lepd,  ILag.  It.  1907 ;  il.  Sfniilu  «.  RtJeit 
JtsK,  1907,  Enc.  It.  1908 1  iiL  di*  AftfitHitlUt,  1908, 

Eng.  u.  1909). 
Bihiitikt  Ztituhrift, 

TTU  Ctniurj  suit  ( LoodMi,  Enff.  texl  mi  bMc*). 
Tht    Camiriit*    Grtti    TtilantiH   >r    Sfiatlt    and 

CMga. 
W.  BfOckner,  Jit  eknmhg.  Riihttiftlgt  in  totklur  dit 

Briiftdti  NT wfTfaul  limd {\%im. 
TAt  CthnA  Quarter//  Ktviem. 
Sr  W.  H.  RamMy,  Tht  Ckurtlk  in  the  Xtmait  Xmfin* 

(1904)- 
IU)lti>i:i'  DiiHmaty  ^  Iht  Bitlt  (1898-1904]. 
Smith'!  Dittitnarjr  «flht  BiUt. 
VtgnnMi*!  Ditfif-jiirf  Jt  U  BMe  (P»i«). 
Smitb'i  Diilt^arj  oj  Ckrtitian  Biegr^i^  (1877-1897}. 


xxxn  ABBREVIATIONS 

DCG. .  .  .  Hutiug^  Diciunary  if  Chriil  and  IIU  Gnftb  (1906- 
1908). 

ZUnr.  ,  .  .  E.  A.  Abbott's  Dialaaaita  (London,  A.  >od  C.  Blid) : 
(i.)  C/vtf,  A  Guide  tktvugk  Greek  le  Httrea 
Scripture  (H  1-27*)  !  ("■)  7^  Ctrrtctieni  of  Mark 
adopted  Iji  Mttllhea  and  Lute  (|§  173-551)  >  ('"-) 
FrviH  Lttter  to  5/t'rar  (gg  553-1149) ;  [iv.)  Paradeiis 
(K  1150-1435)  i  {v.)/<i*<t»«(«W  Vxaiulary^^  1436- 
■88;);  (■n.)  /okoMiiiu  Grammy  (gg  1886-2799); 
<vii.)  Nates  m  NT  CHtuism  Igg  3800-2999)  i  (viii.) 
Tie  Sim  a/  Man  (H  3<»o-363S). 

SB,  ,  ,  .  Tie  Encftlapatdia  Britannica  (small  supoioi  numbers 
denote  the  edition). 

SBL  .  ,  .  TAe  Bneyelapaedia  BiblUa  (London,  1899-1903 ;  A.  J. 
S,  BUck  and  T.  K.  Chqme). 

EGT. .  .  .  The  Exfesitet's  Grwt  TitlamenI  (cd.  Sii  W,  R.  NicoU, 
iS97-i9to}. 

Eil^.  .  .  .  Ncitle'l  BiH/iitavng  in  das  Griukache  NT*  (1899, 
Eng.  tr.  under  title,  'An  Introduction  to  the 
Textual  Critidsm  of  the  Greek  New  Testament'). 

£ML  ir  INT.  .  R.  Simon'i  Histain  trUiqme  du  lexle  du  NT  {RoUer- 
dam,  16891.)  *i  Misleirt  iritique  des  vertimadu  NT 
(i6go),  aad  NtmelUi  ehervaliau  lur  le  texti  el 
let  versumt  du  NT  (Paris,  1695) ; '  J,  W,  Rnm- 
.    .  pceui,    Cammentaiie  fritica  im  lihres   NT  (1757); 

J.  D.  Michaelii,  Einleittmg  in  die  golll.  SeAri/ten 
du  ntmen  Bunda*  (178S ;  Eng.  tr.  by  Marth,  1793, 
Fr.  tr.  bjr  Cheneviire,  tin) ;  A.  HNnlein,  Htau^nek 
d.  Einl.  m  die  Sikrifieri  des  NT*  (Erlangen,  iSoi- 
1809) ;  J.  G.  Eichboin,  EitU.  in  das  NT  (1804- 
1827)  *  ;  J.  E.  C.  Schmidt,  Hitlarisck-kril.  EitiL  in't 
NT*  (GieMcn,  i8t8) ;  L.  Bertholdt,  RisttriseJt-krii. 
Einkit.  in  samiHllitid  imwit.  u.  apekry.  ScMflen 
des  A.  u.  N.  T.  (1813-1819} ;  H.  E.  F.  Guericke's 
BtitrSge  tur  Eisii.  in  das  NT iHa\le,  1 828  f. ,  against 
de  Wette) ;  ■  A.  B.  Feitmoset,  Einl.  in  die  Biiclterdes 
neuen    Bundti   filr    die    Sffmtlichen    VvriesimpH 

*  The  Prolettaat  reply  to  Simon  was  J.  H.  Mai's  F.xamm  Hisieria 
Crilitu  N.  T.  a  R.  Sitnetu  Vulgata  (1694)  rather  than  the  Lutheran 
Pritiui'  InindtKti*  in  litlienem  NT  (1704,  etc);  the  Roman  Catholic, 
Klcukei'i  Untermektutgin  der  GrUitde  fiir  die  Ecktkeil  u.  Clauhsiilrdigiteii 
dor  sckriftliekat  Vrlaaidat  des  Ckristenlktims  {yjtX).  I  have  not  Seen  the 
Eogliih  version  of  Simon's  fint  two  works  (London,  ifiSgf.).  For  an 
estimate  of  Simon's  contribution  to  NT  criticism,  see  Margival  in  RHL., 
1899,  139-216. 

•The  fifth  ed,  {1848)  of  de  Weile's  Ltkriiuh  der  iisi.-iritiscken 
KinUitimg  (Berlin,  1836)  was  translated  into  English  by  Frothingham 
(U.S.A.,  1S58). 


ABBREVtATIONS 


xxxvti 


(Tubinecn,  tty>')i  II.  A.  Sctiolt,  /iae»f  Hitarin- 
trilita  in  litrai  flf.  fitJerit  iiurti  (jcna,  1830)  [ 
Schneckrnbunt^.  Btilraft  tmr  Binl.  /Vi  JV7 
(1831) :  K.  A.  Ocdncr-t  Km/,  in  Aa  NT  (lUlIe, 
■  Sj6,  wiOi  hit  Dm  JVr  fwi  Zwtti,  Uhfnmg.  w. 
/«*««.  1843}  *!  C.  G.  Ncudecker,  ltMr*mi  4tr 
kitlariui-inliiiMim  F.ntl.  im  dai  NT  mil  BtUgi» 
am  den  QiulltmtikrifltH  h.  Ci/ateH  aui  dtr  iUttrttt 
m,  ntutm  iJmmtir  (L.cip(ig.  tS^o) ;  J.  M,  A.  Scholi 
tl84Sf-):  SdUcicTRMfher'i '  pmlhunoui fiW.  in<tai 
i/T'  (Berlin,  1845.  in  ral.  i.  of  hj>  collected  uurkt, 
ed.  G.  Wolde)  1  J.  L.  HvR't  EM.  in  dit  Stkriflm 
da  NT*  (1847.  Fr.  tt.  hy  Ctllericr.  i8»j,  Kng.  ir.  ot 
Uiird  c(l.  Andovrr,  t8j6)  *  1  DuiicI  lUnelRrK  (1850, 
rounhed.  1S76):  Ad.  M>irr(iS53}i  JiMcph  Diion, 
A  Gmtrml  Iturtd.  U  S^rtd  Stiifturtt  (1851)  1  F. 
X.  Kcithmarr's  Eint.  in  dit  koMtm.  Bmktr  dti  tfT 
(Rt£en*bur|^  1853):  J.  H.  Sehnlten,  Kriiiuhi 
InUidi-x  '"t  *  Sehriftm  dii  NT*  (1856);  d« 
Wnlc't  £(!(/.*  (cd,  Mn«ner  ind  Lilnemann,  1860)*; 
H.  de  Vtliogei  {lairtd.  *ii/.  tl  /nlifiit,  1S61) :  G. 
A.  F«yti£.  dit  idHif.  Sfhriflin  dts  NT  <Herlln, 
1861)  1  Nctfidcr,  /ylitiiniiie  ir.  leitung  d.  iltrisH. 
KirtkM*  (t86i.  Ei^.  W.  184J.  t86s)*;  Gilnlber 
{ImtrvduHM.  iS6j] ;  j.  B.  GUirc,  iiUrtd.  Hittgri^iu 
tl  Cnti^tu  atix  Livru  dt  FamitH  it  du  Nimt/MU 
TtilamatI*  (1S65.  lutian  Ir.  1S46) ;  Blnk<  (1S66, 
EOE.  I''.  Edin-  )8Sj)i  Loiny  {/mlmd.  in  lacrai 
imflHrai,  i8A6>i&(i7.  >|{aint(  Schollen)  1  Guericke'* 
tll^teit*  I1S6S):  Joie|ih  Laneen,  Grundritl  dfr 
SM.  indM  NTil'K\h>it^  im  R  t86S:  iccnnded. 
1873) !  Giau't  EHtaFiitilHMgj):tiiiiikit  d.  NTTirkem 
Stkn/aknmi  (1S71-187]) ;  Immer'i  HtiiHtntutik 
(1873)1  Koun.  di4  G4ult«hU  d.  ktilig.  Stkriftm 
4u  NT*  I1874,  V.ni.  It.  1S84I*:  A.  HilgcDreld, 
itiUariKk-Kriliiikt  £ii$l.  in  du  NT  (Leiptic, 
1875)*  :  M.  AbriU  <l877):  Home*!  /»/r>rf.»  (cd. 
Tngclln,  187s)  1  von  Ilofnutnn  <,ttit  ktilif  .Stirifi 
NT,  it.,  ed.  Vulck,  iSHt}:  MineoM  («<>-  <>'  Bleck'i 
SittltiiiMg.  1S86J  *  ;  B.  Wriu.  Binl.  in  dm  NT 
{(luril  ed.  1K97,  Ens.  u.  of  KCond  ti.  iSSA):  L. 
Scbuira  (in  /Ai-kler'i  H-tHMu/k  dtr  titat.  Ifist. 
18S3-1S89) ;  M.  A.  N.  Rovcii,  NitiuihUtlAMaiUUht 
lnUrtunJi*  (tSSS)i  Lcbloii,  Iti  MvTi  A  /« 
n«KUlU  allUmt  (I'aiU,  1889)1  U.  Ulnldi,  /aOW, 
M  (■««■  Striftnram  NT'  (Rome,  1891);    H.  J. 


*  OMol  cHinute  in  J.  Onrwli's  SftMermaiMtr'i  jlrMi  ai/dtm  GMM 
r  NT  MimAilmiiianiunttkt^i  iljeipaf,  1907). 
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Rohrininn,  ttirttuA  d.  UiUriuh-hitluifm  EM. 
im  JanVr*  {i&it)  '  :  S.  n«idfcnn'(l8w':  Godw. 
/(i/m/.  «HjVr(iS9]-r899,  unfiniihed:  F.nc- Ir.  iKgt, 
1899) ;  R.  Comely,  /m/nJ.  ifeHalii  in  rinfKitl  NT 
JOm*  CP»n».  «*97)i  G.  S.lmoo' <i897)i  F.  S 
Trmkle  (1897) :  Th.  Z«hn.  £M.  in  Jot  XrtiS^j. 
Eaf.  U.  of  iliiid  <i).  1909I  *  ;  Aloyi  Schifer  <l898)  | 
W.  F.  Adcney.  ^  ffiUua/  lAtr^itutltH  (1899),  pp. 
3TJ  f.  ;  B.  W.  Bacon  ( 1900)  \  J.  M.  S.  Baljon, 
CiMkitJmU  iTiw  dt  totitn  do  NittnvtH  Verhenifi 
(1900*1  J-  E-  Belter.  EittkilHHg  in  dai  NT* 
(1901)1  A.  JiilichM'.  Einl  in  dm  NT*  (1906)'  ; 
B.  Jicqnlw,  Miittindrt  /.itrti dm NT(ti)oyi^aBi  i 
von  Soden'*  l/ntrii/firtt  IJuraturgtukukM  [Jlt 
Sikrifltn  4*t  NT).  190J  (Ene-  Ir.  1906] ;  Wndc,  Jit 
E-i'likuHf  d.  Sihrifitn  du  NT  (190T.  Eng.  11. 
1909) :  Banh.  SiiiSiiluHg  in  dot  NTiigoS)  ;  C-  K. 
Cn^nijr  {Etn/tiriofg  in  /tat  NT,  1909):  A.  S, 
re*ke,  Crilitai  lt1r*dtf<iM  It  1A4  NT  (i909>— 
beiidn  the  popalu  maniuls  by  B.  II.  Ptumpirc 
{inlrvd.  If  NT,  l8Sj)  i  M.  GttAi*  {/ntred.  M  NT 
XonAtm,  1894);  U'Clrmonl,  7%t  Nrto  Ttilamtnl 
mitd  ils  Wriltn  (Lorndon,  1893),  «nd  GuljUir 
[EiniiiOoiff  .  .  .  Liitfadtn  inmatkil  far  SlHditrtnd* 
Ar  Tkttltgi*,  Gru,  1S96),  ilune  with  WriiiKmtm'i 
<d.  (Bedio,  1871)  of  llcnwig,  Dis  EiHUimng  in'i 
NT  im  laUllariirktr  IMfrniA/'t  P.  F»rg>M«, 
/mrtd.  an  .Vmkmh  TalairunI  (V*ii*,  I90t],  M)d  L, 
Kudm'i  EinfukniHg  in  dai  NT  |B«rlin,  1900). 
Hub,  Keilini»*i,  Gtlnth^r,  Hanrl^crg,  Scholi,  Muct, 
Rcithmiiyi.  LAngcn.  Abnie,  Lamy,  Cflmely.  I.'batdi, 
kdA  Schkfer.  rcpmml  Ihc  older,  Trtnkle  wid  Bclier 
•Dd  Jteqittn  the  modein  Mhool  of  Koman  Calholic 

Hulingi'  E-iyeirfaidia  rf  Rfligitm  BHd Elkiii  {\<)l3i^i.), 
Liehlcnt«r|[«t's    BmytUftdit   da   Srlaua    Ktiigirmtn 
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(Oxfotdli  i  (1903I:  u.  (1909). 
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I^elpoliirn  Ctitk.  dti  NT  KoHHtj  (Mxyj-tgcA). 
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Enc.  II.  1895. 
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Hamd-CtiHmtmlar  tarn  A'T"! Fr«l«fg  L  B.). 
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^^^H 
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^^^^^^_ 
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van  DobidiUti'i  di*  ur.krisiIkktH   Gtrntindtn  (i90> ; 
Eng.  Ir.  'Chriilian  Life  in  ttis  Primilive  Churches,' 

lUtlaelc   Morinno't  //  Crttitaii»um»  mti  frimi  i*eaH 

(Mrcnie,  1901). 
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ff.B.'-la  the  blbliugrsphic*  xn  lulciiUi  ik  Appended  to  works  which 
ponot  tpodal  imporuace,  hiiloricBl  ot  iatrinn^  in  the  critlcUm  of  tbc 
■object. 


I 


COLLECTION  OF  NT  WRITINGS  INTO  A  CANON: 
UETHQO  AND  MA  TERIALS  OF  NT  INTRODUCTION. 

Thk  early  Christian  writings  which  romi  the  New  Testament 
hi\  within  a  period  which  covers,  roughly  speaking,  a  single 
cmtuiy.  Jesus  died  about  a-ix  30.  He  wrolc  none  of  the 
works  treasured  by  the  church.  He  wrote  orK«,  but  it  was  on 
the  dust;  Ulce  Socrates,  he  remained  an  authority,  not  an 
author,  for  his  adherents.  The  subsequent  hteraturc  which 
githered  round  his  name  and  cause  embraced  accounts  of  his 
own  hfe  Of  of  the  movement  which  he  inaugurated,  as  we!l  as 
oompotitiofu  occasioned  by  exigencies  and  emergencies  in  the 
life  of  the  Christian  societies  throughout  the  Roman  empire. 
The  last  of  these  writings  (a  Peter)  dates  not  much  later  than 
about  one  hundred  years  afler  the  crucifixion.  By  th«  end  of 
the  second  century  all  our  present  canonical  NT  writings  are 
known  to  have  been  in  existence,  while  the  majority  cxbted  as  a 
ncred  coUectton  which  was  being  uted  for  ecclesiastical  purposes. 
The  problecn  set  to  the  literary  critic  is  to  examine  the  rise  and 
growth  oC  these  writings  one  by  one,  to  estimate  their  historical 
object,  to  discuss  their  inter-relations,  and  to  analyse  their 
structure. 

An  introduction*  to  any  literature,  ancient,  medixval,   or 

*  Th«  I.ilxi  Inlroducturii  itSntttA  (0  hy  the  iliih-cmtury  atbitocnllc  knd 
utttHuHj  waak,  M.  Aorcliiu  CuHodoiui,  in  hU  Imlitulio  dimnarmm 
ArtMinnwlMipic. /a/r.  lai.  \%\.  iioji.),  ippnc  iq  have  \irva  mainly  i<ccu|ii(c1 
wllli  btbUcal  vu^fSA  and  homraculic,  and  the  BiVa'yvyll  tit  rti  tfilai  y^^t 
of  Hadriuns  (fifth  centoty.  «].  GouUne.  B«>lin,  1S87)  doe*  not  dillcr 
Jly  ben  tb>  toiucc*  utcd  by  ilie  Abruiu  Khulu.     Tbt  loM  Key  to 


PROLEGOMENA 


modem,  is  concerned  primarily  with  liierary  problemit,  and 
orhcr  questions  only  as  these  Impinge  upon  the  central  issue;' 
namely,  the    litcmry  genesis  and  growtli  of  ihe  writings  under 
review.    The  study  of   the    documents  as   docunienu  is  it« 
mhier.    The  origin  and  the  objecis  of  these  documents  in  their 
own  age  form  its  special  business.      Vet,  as  literature  risers  from  i 
life,  and  as  any  writing  not  only  is  shaped  by,  but  itself  helps 
to    shape,    events  in  history,   literary  criticism    is   repeatedly 
obliged   to  wade  into  the  waters   of  historical   investigation; 
ihc  imperial  policy  of  Rome,  (.g.,  is  as  germane  to  the  criticising 
of  the   A[>oraly|»e   of  John  as    is  the  policy  of  Philip  to   the 
discussion  of  Demosthenes'  Olyiiihiac  orations.    Literary  crillclsm 
and  historical  criticism  are  therefore  auxiliary  sciences.    The 
bistorinn,    wtiether  of  life  or   thought,    requires   to   be  able  So. 
presuppose  the  results  of  investigation  into  the  date,  aulhenticttyi,^ 
and  form  of  the  rctc^-ant  documents ;  while  Ihe  literary  critic,  in 
order  to  place  his   docuntentii,   leans  on   the  results  of  the 
historian's  survey.     Bui  neither  science  can  be  isolated.     Literary 
judgments  frequently  depend  upon  ^ome  presupposition  as  to, 
the  course  of  history,  and  the  very  dati  for  this  presupposition" 
are  often  in  their  turn   drawn  largely  from  the  documents  in 
question.     This   i«   not   arguing   or   working  in  a    circle.     The 
moment  theory  is  deserted  fot  practice,  the  difficulties  tend  to 
solve  themselves ;  they  are  really  difficulties  of  method,  and  il 
the  htcrairy  critic  and  the  historian  keep  their  respective  flags 
flying,  they  need  not  sample   to  cross  thtnr  allotted  borders 
when  occasion  demands. 

Mucti  of  Ilic  liinlcitical  ilcntricanec  whEch  aituht*  to  ocrtarn  wiiiingt 
woold  rrnuin  hidden  fiDm  lu  if  wc  did  not  happen  lo  know  tlutt  certain 
cvenu  verr  frah  in  the  mindi  of  wHien  >nd  rculen  alike.  f^traJist  l^ii 
if  not  a  politidJ  punphlcl,  niuch  ItM  a  tcti|fioiu  irenliM' ;  hut  ir  i»  im. 
jnMitile  to  mist  in  its  diBloguex  and  ducriptioni  either  ihe  ihci^i^y 
of  cBiTcnt  Puritanism,  with  itl  controvcnies  and  aUaliaciicini,  or  th« 
icpnbtican  tcnilrncic*  by  wlilcli  the  mulhoi'i  cnnceptiont  of  t^n^rnment  wm« 
ihapcd,  or,  finally,  hiiiniiinciiTeduiiuK  loitht  intellectual  puslan  avsVened 
fay  lh«  Rtnainanoe.  Similuljr — to  take  one  intianct  out  of  hundicdt 
from  ancient  lilaature— ihc  fnmttieMt  i'tiutni  and  the  SefUm  itntra 
TTitiai  an  Dntnlelligibte  apart  from  the  aipjtatioiu  of  the  Athniian 
Tiforim  and  ThemiMnklt*.  The  lilcnry  and  liintoiical  ciiticiun  of  the  NT 
luw  a  MmapondlniE  duty  of  Dnrardlin|[  Ihe  nuioiu  threadt  of  influence 

the  tntFTjitrtatlon  of  the  Scripture*,  by  Melito  of  Saidi*  (*n  (Wi),  proteliiy 
beloliKed  to  the  lamc  da*. 
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vhich  lie  m  writing  lo  lome  period,  ll  is  cucnlkl  hctc  u  diewhcTe  to 
•iceiuin  the  menUl  and  mcml  IhIiIucIcb  in  whicli  an  author  worked,  to  lut 
hii  Hotk  in  conjunction  with  othct  aitb  foi  the  ilitruvcry  vnd  illuBlimion  ol 
that  luiludcx,  Slid  again  to  uie  Ihoc  for  iht  (udhct  elucidation  of  the  Iwok 
iiself.  The  Ullet  h  moved  moic  <n  len,  accoiding  to  iu  chanclet,  b]r 
Momt  tail  contemporafy  evetili,  jiut  as  (he  period  in  iu  lutn  U  »cl  olF  asd 
tcadcfcd  DOre  vivid  by  the  conlcmpoiuy  litcnluie — 

"CJke  H  ihc  wind  dotli  beiuiirjr  a  miJ, 
Aod  a*  a  nil  becomcf  the  nntcen  wind." 


Ai  the  early  ChnMlaa  lltcraiure  wm  not  nallnnal,  however,  nich 
qmehfODian**  yield  les  foi  the  NT  ihsn  for  oJinoit  any  other  gnMip  oT 
•atient  mittngVi  We  thould  nptd,  f^,,  thnt  an  event  like  the  fall  of 
JcrBMlem  voald  have  dinted  tome  of  the  IIieriLtuie  of  lh«  primitive  church, 
■Ibmm  ai  Ibe  victory  at  Salamis  hai  matked  the  Peria.  It  might  be 
Wppnaed  that  lueh  an  cporii-nuking  erisii  would  even  funuib  criteria  foi 
dnenalning  the  date*  of  lome  of  the  NT  wri<ini;v  Af  a  mutet  <4  bet, 
the  caiaslKiphe  is  practiully  Ignored  In  the  citani  Chtiilisit  titcnuufc  of  the 
Gut  MMny.  Beyond  iliglit  tnee\  in  the  aynoptic,  eipecially  the  Liuwi, 
Mi^Mi  of  the  ctehaiolo^eal  pirediciiont  made  by  Jemu,  and  a  |Mi<«ihle  echo 
in  cae  of  Ibe  loiiioea  anderlying  the  Apocalypse,  no  vibratioiu  of  the  criiU 
an  t«  felt. 

LitertTj  criticism  and  textual  crilicism  arc  also  bound  to 
overlap  at  many  potnti ;  but  each  has  a  sphere  of  its  own,  The 
boundary  question  here  is  theorelically  simpler  than  between  the 
historian  ai>d  tbe  literary  critic  The  place  of  investigation  into 
csriy  Chriitian  tradition  is  more  difficult  to  determine.  An 
■odeot  writing  often  tics  in  a  matrix  of  later  information  upon 
its  ori^D  or  its  author,  and  it  is  necessary  to  examine  such 
materials  tn  order  to  ascertain  vhether  or  how  far  they  are  the 
result  of  later  (ancy  wearing  umcliable  reports  around  an  honoured 
litcmy  product,  or  the  outcome  of  a  genube  tndition  which 
goes  bod  in  subtenranean  fashion  to  the  very  period  at  which 
and  for  which  the  author  wrote. 

From  sudi  dilliculties,  arising  out  Oif  the  txmtent  and  the 
form  of  documents,  it  is  not  to  be  expected  that  a  critical 
IntTodtictton  to  the  literature  of  the  NT  can  be  exempt. 
Vohimes  on  this  subject  have  often  been  planned  and  exectited 
along  lines  which  overlapped  into  the  sphere  of  works  upon 
earfy  church  history.  New  Testament  theology,  and  textual 
critidsm.     In  the  hands  of  some  older  writers,  like  Home  and 

*  A  CtMtiHfrr^rjr  ffiiff'x  cf  lit  Arte    Tttlamttti  is  to  ieaxa  a  ipcdal 
ilMMcdbe  [oiemalioimt  Tliriiliij;ical  I.iUaiy, 
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Glaint  NT  Inlioduction  wu  equivalent  to  in  cncjrclopiedia  or 
rUblical  dictionary,  in  which  nil  topics  relative  to  the  contents 
&s  well  as  lo  the  form  of  the  NT  wtitingi  were  elaborately 
discussed,  whether  historicjil,  iilcrary,  textual,  or  arch^ologiod. 
'  tlie  escape  from  this  ideal  o(  a  Juver)aUan  farrago  was  only 
a  matter  of  ume  With  the  dcvolopmeni  of  historical  criticism 
and  the  increasing  spcdalisation  which  it  demanded,  such  a  con- 
ception of  Introduction  became  more  and  more  impracticable 
It  is  now  recognised  that  while  a  NT  Introduction  handles 
the  materials  of  voliimu  on  the  language  and  text  of  the  NT 
writings  as  well  as  on  the  apostolic  age,  it  is  difTcrentiated 
from  ihcsc  by  a  controlling  reference  to  the  liletary  problem 
as  such,  which  determine*  roughly  the  amount  of  space  assigned 
to  questions  of  chronology,  theology,  ardueology,  and  textual 
criticism. 

Naturally  it  is  impossible,  e.^.,  to  discuss  I'aut's  epistle  to  the 
Christians  of  Galatia  without  some  reference  to  the  narrative  of 
Acts  and  the  geographical  data  of  the  pnjvinoes  in  Asia  Minor. 
or  to  pronounce  on  the  authenticity  of  the  second  epistle  to  the 
Thessalonians  without  checking  the  results  of  recent  inquiry  into 
the  cschatoI<^ical  currents  (lowing  through  Jud^usm  and  primitive 
Christianity.  Textual  criticism  also  bears  directly  upon  several 
problems  In  the  Utctary  criticism  of  the  documents,  as,  f^.,  in 
the  case  of  the  Dcian  text  of  Acts,  or  of  the  pericopt  in  the 
Fourth  gospel,  or  of  the  appendix  lo  Mark's  gospel  The 
new  attention  paid  to  the  Old  Latin  and  Syriac  versions,  which 
promise  to  throw  light  on  the  Greek  text  prior  to  the  rise  of 
the  great  uncials,  is  destined  to  affect  NT  Introduction  as  well 
as  exegesis  in  the  near  future.  But  it  is  the  problem  of  tradition 
whkh  is  most  crucial.  It  assumes  a  much  more  serious  character 
in  NT  Introduction  than  is  usual  elsewhere  in  the  literary 
criticism  of  classical  or  Oriental  literature.  The  problem  of 
tradition  is,  in  one  aspect,  a  ph.ise  of  investigation  in  early 
church  history ;  but,  in  another,  it  is  bound  up  with  the  special 
question  of  the  Canon* — a  question  which,  by  its  unique 
significance,  imposes  specific  difficulties  upon  the  literary  criti* 
cism  of  the  NT.  As  the  very  term  JVea  Tatamtnt  suggests, 
these  writings  are  extant  in  a  special  collection.     The  idea  and 

*  The  right  of  hiMorical  ctlllclfin  to  namlne  the  origin  and  milhoiltr  o( 
the  NT  Cmidti  «u  Am  Miled  bf  Semler  in  his  Ahkaiidiiimg  vmt  friitr 
UMtrimhtiiff  4ts  A'a«M)  (■77I-I77S)- 
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the  loMotj  of  this  collection  belong  to  the  prorincc  or  church 
history  aod  10  the  flpeciat  department  or  the  Canon ;  hut  it 
would  be  unscicniiric  to  treat  NT  Introduction  as  ir  it  were 
cniifdjr  tnsubtcd  from  conUct  with  ntl  such  problems.  The  (i.) 
yety  process  of  collecting  and  ananging  the  various  documentt 
has  not  been  without  its  effect  upon  the  shape,  the  order,  and 
even  the  conienW  of  the  documents  themselves ;  and  (ii.)  the 
various  strata  of  ecclesiastical  tradition  during  the  second  and 
the  first  half  of  (he  third  century — afler  which  time  little  or 
no  valuable  information  need  be  looked  for — presen-e  several 
items  of  interest  and  importance  about  the  primitive  documents, 
which,  like  lumps  of  quartx,  need  to  be  carefully  washed  if  they 
arc  to  yield  any  specks  of  golden,  authentic  tradition. 

This  view  nf  ihc  mclhod  and  runcliont  of  NTInitoduclion  majr  appear 
eompualivcly  obvloux,  but  h  hoi  only  been  held  within  foliljr  f«c«n(  yean. 
ladccd,  with  the  po«ibte  and  partial  exception  of  JuniUut,*  a  royal  official 
of  CoMtsnlincpU  dorlng  the  lint  half  n(  ihc  <ixth  crnlury,  whose  fiutilntia 
ngtil^^t  dMw^  bgis  (cd.  Kthn,  Ficitiurci  iSSo)  incorponUcd  the  lubttance 
sf  hcORCi  prcn  by  Paul  of  Ninliis  upon  the  aulhonhip,  authority,  and 
eCBUliti  of  the  Scriptutct,  nothinj;  worthy  of  the  name  of  a  NT  lotto- 
dactka  «as  writtett  till  the  nxlcenth  century,  unleu  we  tlretch  the  tern  br 
tnas^  to  inclode  the  Muratotun  Canon,  which  gi*et  a  few  irorda  upon 
I  ofthe  KT  writine*,  the  CImrrX  Niittry  of  EuMbiui,  which  salhen  ap 

ay  enncM  uadiiiotu,  the  boolu  loeniioned  on  p.  i,  and  lubtequerit 
I  nch  !■  the  twelfth  ceniuiy  dt  tntdilient  diiiaieoKa  and  it  terifiurxi 
ft  MT^tarihu  fratittatatmiUa  by  Hu{;a  of  Si.  Victor,  snd  the  fouttMDIh 
caitnry  Pitilia  ftrfntht  in  umiuma  iiilia  of  Nicolni  the  Frandtcan  of 
Lyn.  Evm  in  the  stlemlh  cmiury,  hislorioil  crilicinn  of  the  Sctiplure*  wu 
hudlj  boni  wUhin  the  church,  u  It  plain  from  the  *a.eallrd  Introdtictloni 
bf  the  Dominican  friars  Sanies  Pagninus  [Iiagega  ail  taertu  tittemi  libtr 
laua,  Lyena,  tjj6)and  Siituiof  SIma,  whntc  important  BitHftHtia  lamda 
(Venice,  1)66),  iit  djthi  boolu,  wot  dominiicd  by  the  recent  dediion  of  the 
CmmcA  of  Trmi  upon  the  Canon.  The  influence  of  Si»n*  is  riaible  in  the 
JCMill  &lmetoa't  Praitgaintma  iit  uniutrsam  ttrifttiram  (Madrid,  1597). 
Mo  real  advanoe  wu  mode  by  the  fatiou  RomDn  Catholic  writer*  of  the 
•CTCntecath  ocntury  In  Spain  or  (lernuny.  D'^cmaiic  interntn  were  equally 
tfroaf  withia  ibc  Refornicd  chuicha.  meanwhile,  at  ilmon  ereiy  pnee  n( 
the  /ii^fqfv  of  Andreas  Rirctuiand  [he  Siuiiridwi  Uilimia  (i68t)  of  J.  H. 
Ilddccccr  nako  clear. 

Wiib  tbe  wiiiings  of  Richard  Simon,  the  Fiench  Oiatorisn  prleit,  a 
■WW  day  dawiMd  for  the  tcience  of  NT  Introduction.  Acnung  Ihc 
coed  Krvlct*  which  modern  rese^ich  own  to  lhi»  ctrat  Khuliu 


'  II*  was  a  friend  of  Priuuuiui,  the  liiahop  of  llidrumetum,  who  com- 
■  (>ie  ApocalypK  :  cf.  Kihn's  Thttdar  km  AftfiutsfU  mnd  Jiaiil. 
^rieam»u{,\%n\  pp.  aij  (. 
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u«  Ihc  wpantion  far  tbe  tint  time  *  of  (he  OT  bom  Ihe  NT,  the  tf  plia- 
Ijan  of  lilcrarr  criticum  to  ihe  vrrillncf.  and  (he  cmptoymcQl  of  Intiul 
crilidsm  a>  ■  &cIor  in  ih«  ptoce»  of  ■ppt«ciaiing  (he  virioui  documoitt. 
TTic  mnilaiinn  of  Simon'i  euayt  into  German,  miiI  the  publicallon  of 
Miclilclii'  titlr»Atitian  (Gfktingcn,  1750  f.)i  Huled  >  prolnnsed  miet  of 
roily  critical  wniki  in  Germany,  of  which  the  moM  noubic  were  de  Wctte't, 
Cndner'i,  and  SchlciennHchcr'* ;  Ihe  mnii  popuUt,  ftum  the  Kuoian  CalhoUc 
dile,  ni  Hug'i.  The  n(e  of  the  TiltnnKen  ichool  marked  the  neil  epoch  in 
tile  hiaiory  of  the  iciencc.  Although  Bnur  hinucif  wrote  no  aciiul  Inlroduc- 
tioo,  his  inlcrpreUIJon  ol  the  apdtinlic  age  and  ill  writing;*  eirrcUed  ■ 
powerful  influence,  attractive  u  well  u  uitagonistie,  upon  all  who  were 
teriouily  engaficd  In  NT  rcdcarch-t  The  outitanOin);  toniriliution  of  the 
TtlbinBcn  movement  to  NT  Intioductbn  X  ***  <t*  cmphuii  on  the  clcoe 
lelatlon  hctween  hiiiory  and  literature;  it  biled  to  make  due  nllowince  for 
the  pie-ilomiainily  rellgiout  Intetett  of  the  ipoMiilic  age  m  dlHinjjuiehci]  from 
polemic,  but  it  osilgned  cuh  document  to  vime  phuc  ot  unoihef  of  a 
hiitorical  evolution  within  the  cirly  church.  The  value  of  this  principle  was 
independent  of  the  particular  application  niiidc  of  it  by  nam  and  hli  fotlover*. 
A  debt  of  gratitude  it  further  due  to  "the  sioceiity  and  courage  of  the 
Ttlt»ngen  tchool  .  .  .  Not  only  wen  the  fiicti  cniphulNd  by  them,  however 
eiceptionat,  important,  and  unduly  nci;lected :  not  only  did  they  da  JuHicc  to 
the  ideal  which  underliei  the  concrete  1  but  truth,  and  therefore  piety,  eui 
pniDancnily  only  be  the  gainer  by  (he  rcsultt  of  free  invetti|;ation,  with 
ample  coniideration  of  Ihc  strenifth  and  weak ncu  of  every  rational  hypotheait" 
(Dr.  A.  Robertiipn.  Kri^Km  Dti,  p.  Sj).  While  Baur'i  particular  posilion*  in 
NT  criiici8tn  were  frc^ornily  (upiurted  In  detail,  the  publication  of  Kitichl't 
tintiuMtug  der  aUkalkohuirit  k'lrtht  (ind  ed.  1857)  and  of  Ililgenfcld't 
Einiiiitrng  ihowed  that  the  general  thesis  could  not  be  worked  out  over  Ike 
Geld  of  the  NT  literature.  Thit  ha*  been  confirmed  not  w  much  by 
oppontnti  of  Baur  like  Guericke,  Salmon,  and  van  llofmann,  ax  by  the 
independent  trealiiet  of  Reuit,  Man^ld,  and  above  all  H.  J.  Holtimann, 
whoae  standard  work  reprcicnia  quite  a  modified  form  of  Baur't  hypoihciis. 
At  preicDi,  workers  In  the  icicncc  of  NT  Imioduction  may  be  divided  Into 
three  graupi.  The  radical  wing  is  represented  by  tlavet  in  France,  tmA 
eapedally  by  van  Mancn  and  Korert  in  Holland.  The  liberal  wing 
number*  not  only  Itoltimnnn,  butjulicher  (hiicriip,  tint  rale  manual  Israthcr 
ten  radical  than  even  Holirmann's),  von  Soden,  Bacon,  and  Baljon.     The 


*  Not  for  the  last  time,  unfortunately.  The  eotloeallon  of  the  (wo 
survives  in  popular  ot  semi -critical  volumes  tike  J.  tC  llubci'i  Ei»Uit»ni 
im  4i4  Mmmtliihai  ^•uA/ri/.  <l/i/.  jV-An^' (1840),  Gilly'a /VAr'if  1867-1868), 
A.  Sehlalier's  EiHUitH-i  im  Jit  SiM  (1S89).  Cotnely't  Ctifiemdmrn 
( I SS9),  F.  W.  Weber's  Knngffanli  Ei-Uilung  •«  iit  Uil.  Sihn/im  ATimt 
NT*  (td.  Drinier,  1891),  and  Fraiu  Kaulcn'f  £Meiltinf  im  4it  iriHg* 
StAnfi  Altm  u.  Nitun  rtifamtall*  (19OS). 

t  A  sympathetic  and  critical  tketch  of  Baur'a  (teit  tetvfces  to  NT 
Introduction  it  gi>en  by  HoltimAnn  {iVrvr  ll'rr/J,  li^M.  )07-)l8). 

t  So  far  as  method  was  cotieemcd,  (he  cAcct  w«a  leu  Mlutary  i  k  tended 
te  rc*olie  NT  Inttodaclion  into  the  hiatoiy  of  the  Canon, 
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OHnerfWive  wing  iMludc*,  l>rt>ilti  all  the  Ronun  Calholic  wrilcn,  8.  Wtiu, 
Gn4M(  and  Zaha ;  ihc  laltct'h  rolumec  are  cuniplcuuiii  fen  ihcli  mainv; 
Ititm'lUE  Ap«n  Uom  S.  Dnviilson,  vihost  p-aat  of  view  ajiptoxiinateiJ 
gaiieimlly  la  (hat  of  Hil|{CDFclil,  llic  few  Engtith  wiittn  od  tbii  lufagecl  ate 
pwdomlwMitly  oonKtnuive  (Adency  with  loiiw  iiioclificatiaot),  with  the 
fM«iM  and  bcUlknl  ciMption  al  Peakc. 

Ainid  the  varictin  ol  criiJcal  opinion  during  lail  century,  liowmc,  iheie 
WW  a  pnmlling  aithennce  to  the  inrthoil  fmi  liud  down  in  full  liy 
dtWelte,  vho  sJhowetl  in  pnctiee  how  NT  Iniioduciion  could  be  deucd 
ham  esUmemu  and  hMrruj^neoui  elcnienti.  lie  und  Reua  l>iou);Ul  out 
tbe  literetjr  ruoctlon  of  Iniroduciiun.  It  wa»  now  »c«n  pitily  eenetally  thai 
iht  Kicncc  »ii)t  devote  iikU  mote  than  ei'ci  lo  the  ptotilcmi  cluitettDg 
Eound  the  origin  and  growth  of  the  KT  wiitinj;!!,  laker)  individually  and  in 
gTDupa,  ■hlltt  the  final  phase  of  their  historical  tcttln);  lay  in  ihelr  Gradual 
iiMoq^oratioo  into  the  Canon.  Tbu^  while  the  canonical  envitDnmeot  of 
Ibe  wrttinip  teal  a  ceilain  snily  t«  the  Rttiilieit  bearing  upon  [heir  contcnii 
■od  cucrr,  the  citcnuon  of  inlcreitt  to  the  domain  of  Ihelt  litctaiy  and 
hiMoiicml  enviionmeni  lavcMed  ihe  icience  with  an  unwonted  eluiidiy.  Iti 
uak  wat  "  to  talic  that  tcdiun  of  eaily  ChriMinn  lilrrature  which  has  been 
•Uotlad  the  rank  of  a  claaiical  literature  for  ChriMcndnm,  thank»  lo  ihr 
MnKplio*  ottbt  Gmon,  and  apply  thereto  ihe  lawt  of  literaiy  and  historical 
oilkiiB  ■hich  carer  the  wiitin);*  in  qiieMlon,  when  IrcalcU  oa  lilnary 
peoducla  at  aay  rale— and  this  apart  altogether  from  Ihe  further  question 
wheihet  Ihe  outcome  of  tuch  a  subsumplion  of  the  NT  under  the  general 
catcfciejof  llleiair  gmwth  muM  end  in  the  eon  lii  mat  inn,  ot  tLU|<ertc**ion, 
or  Bw4i&eatioB  of  the  dogma  of  the  Canon"  (lloltcoiattn,  £;W.  p.  13). 

Tba»  modeni  conception,  which  i>  due  to  the  rite  o(  ihr  hittorical  method, 
arat  fint  UjUmI  ikfiBllrly  by  llupfeld  in  hit  euiy,  tfl^  fitgr'S  »-  Atttkult 
^tr  Mgm- ttilitthm  BJniiilitHg  (Marbarg,  1S44).  Many  criiio  iiiU  clun£ 
10  the  idea  that  an  Introdnclion  to  Ihe  NT  literaliiie  eoimponded  more  ot 
t«ia  10  a  critical  aoconni  of  ihe  Canon,*  and  that  the  biuineu  of  the  tcience 
«)•  lo  biTcitieale  •  book's  litle  to  the  piedicate  of  cvionical :  but,  «n  the 
•bole,  tbe  conception  of  NT  1 11 1  rod  ucl  Ion  at  a  history  of  Ihe  NT 
Btentarc  had  bow  fairly  won  lis  fouling.  Utetary  problems,  In  the  Ii|;lil  of 
UUorlca]  icseardi,  were  rccngniKi]  lo  be  panioount-  One  mult  has  been 
ttaaliiMUadofdmillingon  Ihe  ecclesiatticil  (unctinnof  the  wrilingi  or  nn  their 
fMeplioa  into  Uw  Canon,  critics  have  turned  to  devote  more  allcntion  lo  the 
rtM  and  shape  of  ihc  individual  writings,  studying  each  cither  by  itself  or  in 
the  poup  to  which  iti  inner  afiiniilfs,  not  neccsHrily  ilt  canonical  putitiun, 
•oald  auign  ii. 

At  the  BUDc  tinea  NT  Initoduction  11  not  equivalent  to  a  c«lleclian  of 
taeb  brief  introdaclions  aa  might  be  picdxed  to  Mpa*»te  editions  of  the  booli 


■So  cvta  Bwr  KTkrtl.  JakH.,  iSjo,  pp.  474  f).  Ihnuch  lua  hisloriCBl 
•CMC  led  blsi  to  define  "  Inifoduttliin"  finsUyas  "tliciheoUi^lcjl  science 
wUcft  kaa  lo  iBvcsllssIc  Ihe  oiigin.  pHmiiive  liiuniion.  and  chatacicritiics 
cf  (he  eaiMokal  ariitngv"  C«tn|iaic  lluprdd'!  CTilii.*i«n  in  SK.  (tMi, 
ppL  1 1),  and  Baut'a  funher  cxjiosition  in  Tluah  /dkri.,  iSji,  pp.  }of., 

tttc.  •91  i. 
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in  qitestioiL  Tlic  Kience  of  NT  Introduction  deal*  wiih  CMh  wrWnc  not 
tnanljr  w  It  aUnd*  hy  ItMir,  but  u  it  h  corrcUird  (o  the  othn  volumn  of  iti 
ipedftl  group  or  of  ihc  oanonical  collection  In  gmcnl,  rndc^vourln);  lo  »ct 
each  book  in  ila  relilive  lileruy  poiition,  nuirkinE  jti  place  in  the  de- 
vtiopmsnt  of  the  whole,  and  indicating  the  later  proccsm  of  ecclciiaitical 
reatrangemcnt  by  which  oTtcn  it  wai  shifted  from  lia  oiii'lnal  position  loa 
more  or  len  alien  place  in  the  mllrciion.  It  \*  only  by  the  punuil  of  (hli 
hlxtorical  and  genetic  line  that  NT  I  niroduction  ncapci  from  the  reproach  of 
being  latgeljr  ctincemcd  with  "  iaalatcd  potnti  which  have  no  connectlcrti 
among  thcintelv«s,"  *  or  of  leaving  upon  ihc  mintl  the  impreuioa  of  a 
titcratuTc  which  liea  unrelated  and  acciikntal,  rc»oinli1ing  either 

"A  lonely  mountain  lam, 
UnviMied  by  any  tuaun," 

or  a  leriH  of  deep  icaiiered  poolt,  one  book  or  group  of  book*  coming 
after  another  tn  a  mrxt  or  Icm  haphanrd  bihion.  It  i*  indiipenublc  to 
detect  the  running  alrcam  of  life  thit  windu  steadily,  for  all  it*  nldirt  and 
backwaiers,  between  and  through  thcie  varied  wrilingi  j  and  tlili  la 
imponiblc  till  the  critic  ttand*  bntiilc  ihe  life  which  they  piesuppoite  and  out 
of  which  they  riae.  lie  can  do  ihit  and  al  the  umc  time  kcvp  in  view  the 
tact,  of  whidi  the  Cuim  lenrei  aa  a  rrmmdcr.  that  the  NT  wn'iincs  not 
only  aprang  eat  of  llbtoiy  hat  had  a  history  of  their  own,  and  that  apin 
ftom  the  Kcond  and  third  ccniary  literature  they  would  often  be  tn!tint(t> 
prcted,  if  not  unintelligible  in  more  wayi  than  one- 
Ill  a  note  to  the  first  diapler  of  T^  /iu'r  Maid  of  Ptrlh, 
discussing  the  magniliixnt  view  of  Ihc  Tvf  Tallejr  which  may  be 
gained  froin  the  Wiclti  of  Baigtie,  Scott  quotes  what  a  local 
guide  said,  on  reaching  a  bold  projecting  r»ck  on  Crtitg  Vinean 
— "  Ah,  sirs,  thi»  is  ihe  decisive  point."  One  of  the  first  objects 
of  the  Uterary  historian,  in  attempting  the  sun-ey  of  any  period, 
ia  to  secure  the  decisive  point  from  which  he  may  command  the 
lie  of  the  country,  and  sec  it  a$  ftiily  »%  possible  in  its  natural 
proportiona.  Such  a  vanuge-groutid  lies  ustully  at  some 
distance  from  the  panictilar  literature.  That  is  one  reason  why 
the  decisive  point  of  elevation  from  which  to  scan  the  primi- 
tive Christian  literature  is  to  be  fotind  in  the  traditions  which 
begjn  to  rise  by  Ihe  second  half  of  the  second  century,  when 
writings  of  the  primitive  age  had  begun  to  lie  gathered  into  a 
sacred  collection.  This  starts  a  further  question,  howewr.  The 
primitive  canon  does  not  correspond  exactly  lo  the  contents  of 
the  tnodem  NT,  but  the  idea  is  the  same,  vie,  that  of  a  selection 
made  for  ccck-siastical  purposes.  This  idea,  as  well  as  the  very 
name  of  **  New  Testament,"  is  later  than  the  writings  which  have 
*  D(.  M.  W.  Jacobui^  4  Pntbm  in  ffrCfititam  I1900).  p.  49. 
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gnviuted  into  the  Onon.  The  lar^e  majority  of  the«  writings 
originated  in  *  period  when  iherc  was  no  "New  Testainenl," 
and  no  thought  of  any  tuch  colleaion.  None  of  them  was 
written  for  a  canonical  position,  and  it  is  ihercfote  an  anachron- 
ism for  literary  and  hisloHcal  criticism  lo  attach  (he  predicate  of 
"canonial "  to  them,  or  to  treat  them  as  if  ihey  had  possessed 
from  the  first  a  privileged  and  unique  character.  The  NT 
Canon  represents  a  dogmatic  xelcclion  from  ihc  lileraiurc  of 
primitive  Christianity.  In  accepting  Ibis  selection  for  the 
purpose  of  literary  criticism,  is  there  not  a  danger,  it  may  be 
Bskcd,  of  isolating  the  writings  unhislorically  under  the  influence 
of  what  WM  the  postulate  of  a  later  generation  ?  This  contention 
does  not  necessarily  cost  any  rcRection  upon  Ihe  instinct  which 
led  the  early  church  to  draw  up  such  a  collection ;  it  does  not 
mean  that  the  unity  of  the  New  Testament  is  «  purely  factitious 
characteristic  which  has  been  imposed  upon  its  contents  by  the 
ecclesiaitical  interests  of  a  subsequent  age.*  "  No  one  is  called 
upon  (o  deny  that  the  ancient  church  in  her  New  Testament 
brought  together  w^en  the  whole  what  was  of  mo«t  value  from 
the  retifpota  standpoint,  and  also  upon  ikt  whole  all  that  was 
oUest  and  therefore,  from  a  docimient.iry  standpoint,  most 
important,  not  only  in  ilic  literature  known  to  us,  hut  in  the 
current  litenture  of  the  period"  (Wrcdc,  Utber  Avfgabt  iind 
Utt$»it  itr  jogeitattnUn  NtMteilamenllichen  Thtolopt,  1897,  p^ 
ii).t  The  pith  and  justice  of  the  argument  lie  in  its  protest 
against  introducing  a  priori  conceptions  of  unity  and  uniqueness 
into  the  tustorical  criticism  of  the  religious  ideas  and  the  literary 
form  of  the  New  Testament  writings.  It  has  less  bearing,  in  any 
case,  upon  the  literary  criticism  than  upon  the  theological  study 
of  the  NT.J     Suictly  speaking,  the  method  of  the  former  should 


■  <X  M  diis  DeniKT't  Dt«tk  <)/C»ntt(igoi),  pp.  i^.  andSonday  la  EXS. 

t'neopi^i4pM:e*^Wrede'*eM>]r<pp.  8-17, cp.  GG^„  i9g&,  $zst.), 
G.  Ktaget't  punphlM  on  Dai  D^ma  vtm  Xmtn  Tiii^mtnl  {1896),  «Ad  hi* 
pip*  m  ARIV.,  1901,  ijSf. ,  167  f,.  icprcscat  lliis  potliion  mow  eSeciively. 
TIm  cndit  of  nutine  il  orininally  belonp  to  the  two  Dutch  ichotius,  van 
(cL  BBi.  }47if')  >nil  Bitjon.  On  ttw  general  principle,  tec 
■'*  pangnph*  la  iXW.  (1900),  pp.  to  f. 

£  AaMtlfatGcmcotodloincand  lenaiiut there isaretrodpecttre  reeognl- 
ihn  </•■  uctboritjr  in  reli^oiu  tntdiiion  which  bdongMl  to  the  apottles :  but 
tUiWMPOteon£M<]loexlra-eanonical  wtiier«,and  it  did  not  neeottarily  imply 
a  Duniy  racocd  m  eipteuiori  of  ibttt  aaihority. 
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include  the  noti-canonical  compositions  which  are  conlempomir 
with  the  canonical,  m  is  done,  e.g.,  by  Schwcglcr  and  Pflcidctcf,  by 
Reusi  and  va»  Manen,  and  in  G.  Iviugi;i's  Ges(kieh!t  d.  atlthriti. 
Litltratur.  Practical  considerations,  however,  deteimtne  other- 
wise Since  the  present  scries  is  a  "  theological "  library, — imply- 
ing (hat  ttie  inclusion  of  the  New  Testament  writingii  denotes 
their  canonical  character, — and  since  Dr.  C.  R.  Gregory's  volume 
has  ouihned  the  process  by  which  they  attained  this  position 
in  the  church,  the  present  volume  ia  perforce  conftned  to  the 
carhcr  history  of  the  Christian  writings  which  have  thuf  become 
canonical;  only,  it  is  written  Trom  the  standpoint  which  views 
them  not  as  canonical  but  as  products  of  the  primitive  Christian 
movement,  and  it  attempts  primarily  to  read  them  in  the  light 
not  of  what  ihey  afterwards  became  or  did,  but  of  what  they 
were  to  the  age  and  circle  of  ihcir  origin.  The  question 
practically  renders  itself  into  one  of  methoit.  So  long  as 
in<)uirie3  into  the  literature  of  the  NT  are  prosecuted  apart 
from  any  dogmatic  assumptions  upon  the  priority  or  superiority 
of  that  literature  to  the  other  writings  of  the  period,  no  breach 
of  scientific  principle  is  committed.  The  dependence ,  of  the 
Fourth  gospel,  e^.,  upon  Justin  or  even  the  Lcucian -  Acts, 
may  be  denied,  but  not  for  the  a  priori  reason  Ihaf  the  one 
is  canonical  and  the  others  are  not.  Criticism,  again,  may 
place  certain  NT  writings  in  the  same  period  as  others 
which  an 
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"  ContcmpcininKHi*, 
Ho  queilion,  but  how  citnneous 
tn  itic  ence  of  toul,  the  power 
Of  hsnd." 

This  description,  however,  must  be  deduced  from  the  internal 
evidence  of  the  books  in  question,  not  frotn  any  consideration 
of  the  canonical  prestige  which  attaches  to  one  or  otiier  of  them. 
Thus,  even  when  the  immediate  scope  of  the  inquiry  is  con- 
fined to  a  selection  from  the  early  Christian  literature,  the 
principles  on  which  the  investigation  proceeds  need  not  and 
mtet  not  be  narrowed  in  such  a  way  as  to  exclude  from  the 
purview  of  the  critic  any  relevant  data  furnished  by  tlie  form 
and  contents  of  any  contemporary  literatute  which  b  extant. 
So  far  as  literary  morphology  is  concerned,  f-g-,  no  valid  distinc- 
tion can   be  drawn   between  the  so-called    "NT"    literature 


RELEVANCE  OF  CAKON 

the  early  Christian  writings  or  the  fint  or  the  second 
centiUT.*  The  tame  forms  appear;  qiistles  oonlinue  to  be 
written ;  apocalypses  start  up ;  acts  arc  compiled ;  and  even 
gospels  continue  to  rise  above  the  surface.  Each  gtitrt  has  an 
earlier  example  within  the  NT  collection,  but  the  later  poduc- 
lions  are  by  no  means  merely  imitative  in  form  or  contents ;  the 
deri*adve  element  is  frequently  lost  amid  the  vigorous  and 
independent  creations  of  apologist  or  romancer.  Besides,  some 
(«f.  Oemeos  Romanus,  perhaps  Barnabas)  are  prior  to,  tnd 
others  at  least  (Ignatius)  contemporaries  of.  one  or  two  writings 
which  arc  now  included  in  the  (>non.  No  line  of  demarcation 
can  be  drawn  even  in  time  any  more  than  in  fonn. 


(«)  UnUx  Ihe  litemj  criticiim  of  early  CbriitiaD  wrilingi  U  to  become 
nwielj  a  wbcrdiRalc  liranch  of  dogmatic  thcoloio'  t  or  of  church  hiitory,  ll 
moM  apparcnlly  iott^  in  righu  lo  ui«  the  title  of  "NT  IntrodiMtion 
oecpt  Dpoii  the  gCDundi  of  praclical  coavenienc*.  t'lom  the  logical  and 
lurionca)  point  o(  view  there  in  no  luch  thing  as  a  iKience  of  NT  Inlroiluetlon. 
tutlos  "  NT  "  ii  regarded  u  equivaJcot  to  the  NT  Canon,  and  the  onsin  of 
tbe  TBiioo*  NT  wriiingi  iioaled  mncl/  >a  >  prelude  lo  their  lubxtiuenl 
tii(U(7  at  ih*  chinch.  Bui  while  the  icienlilie  Ideal  would  undouhltdly  lie 
•n  InUodaetioo  U  the  early  Chriuian  lilcratuie,  *hich  abiiain*  on  principle 
Eran  atnenog  any  nemben  of  the  primitive  comiMny  with  a  posthumoiu 
halo,  JhI  h  coittcienlloiuty  ai  a  niodem  philologUi  would  rcfiue  lo  treat  Ihc 
Unceace  of  the  NT  writer*  ai  an  iiolated  iiland  in  the  Ma  of  the  prolaner 
■•ip4,  the  NT  b  with  M,  and  it  will  lie  wiih  lu  (o  the  end.  Panly  owing  lo 
inliinrir.  panly  owing  to  evilnalc  qualitiesi.  its  conlenu  have  acquired  a  voi>uc 
ifaMad  by  noothei  «ily  Chriuiia  writings,;  and  there  are  practical  coniiden- 
tion*  in  b*oa  of  oonliituing  to  treat  (hi*  aclKlion  of  choice  documenis  a*  a 
KparaCF  whole,  in  the  lifht  of  lu  wida  liteniy  environnicni.  Moil  wrilns 
<a  NT  InttodndMn  add  to  ihrir  ^tcuwon  of  the  npaiate  NT  wtitingi  not 
oa^ a MCtioa oath* Canon, liul  (Jjofomeaecountodheuncanonicallileralure. 
But  ih!*  !i  to  twell  the  die  of  a  NT  Introducilon  without  adcqaaicly  avoiding 
fci  iin>deDti£ic  biu     Even  when  a  NT  Introduction  iioonlinal  toadiscoitioii 


'  See  F.  Overbcck'a  e»ay, '  Cbcr  di«  Anflinge  der  pairUtiichcn  Litenuur ' 
in  SiMriutg  Ztiiukri/l {ttia),  pp.  417-473,  «»|>ecially  pp.  42Sf. 

t  Or  cf  apolacetie,  ai, /^.,  A.  G.  RvdeOach  {Zatuiri/i  fiir /mtJUrijtAt 
nJtl^  m.Kirth*,  1K4S,  pp^  lf,>  and  Aberle  [Si»l.  pp.  3C]  heldquile 
ftnUy. 

3  "Tbe  book*  did  ool  come  logether  by  chsnee.  They  are  not  held 
lofctbet  liiKply  by  the  an  of  (he  bookbitidcr.  It  would  be  truer  to  lay  that 
they  graviuted  toward*  each  oilier  in  the  courte  of  ihc  (irsi  cenluiy  of  llie 
chnch't  Itle,  and  InpOded  iheir  unity  on  the  Chriilion  niind.  than  Ihal  (he 
chKrch  UBpOMil  on  Ihnn  by  ilalute  ...  a  unity  to  which  they  were  inwardly 
mnt^"  (Deoney,  Tit  Dtcik  af  ChriM,  )t)oa,  p.  3). 
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of  Lh«  NT  hooki.  the  iciendlic  dcmandi  of  liien.17  crilidtm  aaj  IwinBt  faf' 
bllowini;  ■  nielhod  nhicli  actiuill]',  tliQUi;li  "01  Ibrnially,  ImU  tb*  WttaBlcil 
wiilinst  nol  u  cuioiiicul  but  m  earl^  Chiiilmn  docuincnlx,  oche<rin||[  *,ay 
bciiuooior  fonoitoiugrouping  due  10  >  Um  peiiod,  and  steadily  keeping  in 
new  their  relations  to  the  K>*i'a1lc<J  unnnnnicul  iloeument  of  the  hnx  and 
tecond  oentuiies.  Thii,  it  iniut  be  confessed,  i*  ■  nukcthift.  Bui  it  nunnga 
to  coaaave  the  tighii  of  hiiional  cniicinD. 

(i)  The  lunic  i»  older  ilmn  the  tiibjecl.  Eipo^iloD  and  inapiiacion  (/.(. 
the  pioblemtofCBtionical  authority)  tiUiet  than  literary  criiiciim  occupied  the 
earlier  woiki  which  may  be  grouped  under  (he  lille  of  Inlroducliun,*  from 
Adrianua  to  Sanlei  Pji£nlnuii  and  Kivctui,  Such  [reatlK*  graaped  the  OT 
and  the  NT  lOGether.  Latterly,  their  interest  in  the  canonical  authority  of 
■he  srrlptiire«  led  10  an  increuini;  eiii|iha«!«  upon  (he  <^iieti<on  nf  the  text. 
which  the  invest igitions  of  Simon  and  Mill  non  forced  into  prominence. 
The  (nrmer  of  these  scholars,  Ihoui-h  none  of  hit  works  is  cillcd  an  tnlrtiduc- 
tiun,  It  the  teat  founder  o(  the  modem  iclence.  In  point  of  fact,  even  prior 
to  Simon,  the  most  relevani  materials  of  tniroduciion  were  furnished  by  work* 
which  bore  other  nnmei.  from  the  Muialoriftn  Caniin  and  the  writing!  of 
Jerome  (especially  the  V'  mVu  iWoi /WAh/,  which  had  k>  powerful  an  ioRuence 
on  mcdigeval  thought )!  down  to  the  Dominican  Siitus  and  M.  Walihct 
lOfi.iH-a  BiNka,  t6j6).  There  have  been  ihrrc  diitind  itagei  in  the 
devclupment  of  NT  Introduction.  The  first  is  matWcd  by  R.  Simon's  urorkf, 
which  emphasised  ibe  duty  of  inreiligaLing  the  pre -canonicml  origin  of  the 
litrriiute.  The  Koond  tynchronlwa  with  the  diu-uw>i'in>  apnn  the  relation 
of  the  tcience  to  (he  NT  Canon,  which  are  asiociatcd  with  (he  rtamc*  of 
Hupfcid  and  Baur,  apeciatljr  the  former.  By  thit  time  NT  Iniroduclioc 
b^  rcBllMd  to  some  degree  iit  vocation  in  literary  and  hiUoiical  criiicitm 
alike.  The  third  slage,  inaufutaled  by  Oveibeck  and  worked  out  by  the 
KhoUrt  above  noted  (p.  9).  it  iliH  in  progrecs.  At  Grit  !<ight  it  appears  to 
^lell  the  death  of  the  acience.  ictolving  It  into  tlie  1ai][<i  discipline  of  an 
Introduction  to  the  early  ChiistLin  literature  ;  but  there  is  less  practical  juitillca- 
Hon  lilt  this  t  than  fot  the  allied  pnrjxiM  to  replace  "NT  theology"  by  "The 
history  of  rctigiont  idea*  in  primitive  Chrlitlanity." 

The  fullcit  study  of  the  history  of  NT  Inlrodoetion  I*  Zahit'e  anicle  la 
PKE.t.  tbt-n*;  the  K"i:lihh  ttudcni  uill  End  materials  in  Bleek's  M'7^ 
L  pp.7-38,andWei»»(/.vr.Hi-4).a*«ella»inH.  S.  S^Wt  ffisUry 0/ tt4 
tailitrCrifkiime/lkt  f-t-.f  Ttilamrnl.  ani  G.  II.  Gilberts  fnterfreiaiieit  af 
Ut  Bit/i  {igoS\ :  allhtiuch  the  latter,  like  R.  Simon'*  ezhaustite  Uiunn 
rntu/t*  itt  ftiiuipain  itattailaUmrt  Jit  NT  dtfiiu  U  tpmmtmttmMml  Jm 
CkrtUiOHiimt  jtiqutt i  Htm  Umpt  (t$9j).  deaU  with  exegtss  rather  (ban 
Inimduction  proper. 


*  On  Jerome's  influence  upon  the  Canon  of  the  Weiiern  Church,  see  Sir 
II.  Howonh  in/TS.  x.  4S1  f. 

t  a.  J.  Wdi^  IN*  A>>/r>i*n  Ar  NUMilamauUtJum  iVi$wu<k^l  (ifoSX 
PP  3*.  48L 
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ARRANGEMENT  OF  NT  WRITINGS. 

Do  the  traditions  underlying  the  various  early  canonical  ar- 
nniteo>ent$  of  the  NT  ihiow  any  reliable  tight  upon  the  origin 
and  relative  portion  of  the  latter?  Ttitti  (jueiiiion  must  be  asked 
and  answered  before  the  canonical  order  is  set  aside  by  lilciary 
critidsm.  It  involves  an  inquiry  into  the  sequence  and  contents 
of  the  various  sections  in  the  NT  Canon  (cp.  Zahn's  GJC.  it. 
34S-383;  S.  Bcrgcr,  Wttoirt  de  la  Vulgatt  (1893),  pp.  301  f., 
331  C:  MofTatt,  /^iVT  p|i.  107-117;  Jiilicher's  Eiitt.  %  46; 
NcMle's  Einf.   i>7-i>8>. 

Iq  the  following  lists,  early  Christian  writings  like  the 
Apocalypse  of  Pcier  and  Hcrmaa,  which  are  frequently  ranged 
with  the  canonical,  have  been  omitted  for  the  sake  of  clearness. 
Heb.  is  raoked  with  the  Pauline  epp.,  except  where  otherwise 
noted.  1(  is  obvious  that  the  relative  order  of  the  sections 
cannot  be  earlier  than  the  third  or  fourth  century,  when  the 
whole  of  the  NT  came  to  be  written  as  a  single  codex,  and 
that  even  the  order  of  books  in  the  separate  sections  seldom 
goes  fuither  back  than  the  period  when  the  collection  of  gospels 
ot  epistles  was  6rst  made. 

(a)  Tbt  oidn  [epL  Citdnei'i  CK.  pp.  39a  f.  ;  Buth'i  EM.  pp.  J87  f.  ( 
CncttT**  CaM»  «mJ  Tal  of  NT,  pp.  467-469)  of  th«  camponent 
—ti'-M  ot  Ibc  Canoa  occupin  (he  fiiU  place  In  Oiit  pictiminary  inquiry  1 
bat.  akkciin(h  the  retulu  aie  faiily  clear,  their  vclue  foi  the  hUioiiral 
•ppndalMa  of  the  wntjngi  ii  of  nibonliiiBte  ttopoitinn.  Ai  the  reader 
irill  notice  bota  the  appeDdtd  ublci  (ctpunctcd  from  I/.VT.  pp.  108 1. ),  (he 
fospcb  al»o«t  biTuUbly  come  first,  though  in  Ihe  lynopiu  of  Chrysoilom, 
■■  la  D,  ibqr  fallow  rwil.  owing  lo  lltuigicat  reuoni.  The  Apoc,  fia, 
isasavsnahly  hat,  ihaueh  In  ihc  DecKtuni  Cchuli  (which  otherwise  Inlliet 
will)  B^  *i  In  the  Fleury  palimpsest  and  in  the  Catalogut  Mommtrninnut 
(•bxh  othenn'ue  lalliet  with  A),  it  precedn  the  aiholic  tpiitlei,  nhile  in 
tbe  oldcM  ArvMnkn  MS  (Venet.,  (.  tX30  a.d.),  which  otherwiw  tallies 
•iih  B.  Panl  fotlowt  ibe  Apoc 

"n*  asnal  potkion  of  Act*,  before  or  after  Ihe  catholic  episllei,  and  (he 
€apUcit  till*  of  ihe  loriner,  jtetui  Aptiteltrum  (lien.  ode.  Httr.  iii.  ij.  j, 
(ic)  ot  Aita  gmmimm  AfotMtrmm  (Marx.),  (hough  erroneous,  denote  (he 
catliolieuiog  tendency  of  tb«  early  church.  Fhilauriut  (4lh  cenL,  Har. 
Imviii. )  otaervH  (hal  (he  catholic  epiiillci  "  aedbui  apoalolorum  conjuncUe 
MU  " :  Ihia  k  (he  ordei  in  A,  E,  V,  and  G,  (heir  priority  (In  E  and  F)  over 
hnl  beisgdnc  lo  the  influence  of  Gal  l"  (reiVi  wfh  tiioi  iraa-ri\oit).  Act* 
«M  flf  ipecU  valae  not  only  ai  an  inlrodaction  upon  Ihe  one  hand  (o  Paul'* 
Hiiilli  I.  bid  u  ■  wttnea.  on  the  other  hand,  to  (he  twelve  apoatlei  (a*  repre- 
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•mtttl  by  ihe  Mlholic  cpiiilM) ;  in  ihit  wny  it  icemcd  lo  prore  ihc  uniiy 
of  the  »ai I )r  church.  Ii»  poiition  imtii-^Jiolfly  sflfi  Ihc  gonpeh  *»s  d'lp  lo 
the  ftcling  thu  ihe  hUloiiol  tHxikt  hhiiuki  go  li'Htthfi, 


A 


£' 


En 

Pul 
Am 
Cith 
Apoc 


B" 


Ev« 
AMI 
PtiA 
C*th 
Apoc 


PmiI 
Evv 
Am 
C*lh 


I 

I 


Paul 
Ew 


<il 


115 


|liJl5 


Evv 
Acts 
Cilh 
Piul 
Apoc 


Evv 
Act* 

Ciith 
Tuul 


EVT 

Paul 
C>ih 
Acu 
Apoe 


(A)  More  Interest  aliuhei  lo  the  order  of  the  wriilngi  included  in  th«se 
seaioru.  WUh  leeud  lo  the  gospels  (cp.  Ncatle's  Jih/.  pp.  ii;  f.  ;  Zahn'a 
CA".  iL  j64f.,  I014),  Ihc  mtia  d*lB  oiay  be  UlKilatcd  ai  follovs : — 


Ml 

Mk 
Lk 


Mt 
Lk 
Mk 


la 


Ml 

Mk 

L"k 


5 -is]. 


II 


Mt 

n 

Mk 


il 


E 


Ml 

l?k 
Lk 


is* 


o  J 

1^ 


Ml 
Lk 
Mk 


CI 

e  jt  d  eiJ 


i?t 

Mil 
Lk 


*  So  Gieg.  Nai.,  omiuing  Apoc.  The  oider  of  H  ("item  oido 
Scripluraruni  NT  qucm  fanda  calholica  Komnna  uucipil  d  naMTalw 
ecelcila,"  DccccL  Geluil)  wu  adopted  Iinilly  liy  ih(  Cuiincil  of  Trent. 

t  So  Apoiit.  Canons,  omiiling  Apoc,  and  CaulDgiu  Clatoinaiitanua 
(4th  «al.)>  pladnii  Apoc  Ix-futc  Ata.  The  oricinal  ordei  of  Codex  Bcue 
(tp.  Dom  ClMpnun  in  £if,*  July  1905,  46-53)  K«nu  io  have  been  Ew, 
Apoc.  Cath  (1-3  Jn).  Ads. 

{  MiiUMCule  ighMjn,  Mt,  Lk,  Mk;  nilnutcule  90 hu  Jn,  Lk.  Ml.  Mk. 
Here,  ■*  b  D  and  f.  Mk  ii  pul  lart  on  the  score  of  its  tite.  Cofrobcfation 
of  thit  onia  n»  pn'tialil}'  found  (m  l>y  Itcnsu*  and  Vicioriniu]  in  .4po« 
4*>  when  John  «u  idenlifcd  with  the  Hon.  Luke  wiih  the  calf,  Matthew 
wlih  the  Baa,  uid  Hufc  wilk  the  Mgle.     Tbc  noie  common  ananfecnenc 


I 
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A>  which  «u  Bdopud  by  ihe  Coundl  of  L«o(licca  (A.  D.  363),  tcflccu  mi 
euly  liiulinon  ptFurvcd  by  Origm  lEii*.  f/.  E,  vi.  IJ.  %),  oho  Inrnl  i* 
■o^oiiWii  itui  Ml  H-uwriitrn  Tint  oi  all,  Ihen  Mk  (on  the  huUof  H«ln'* 
pcaetusK),  ihiidly  Lk  (fcfcrrH  10  in  Ko  j",  )  Ti  3*1,  M  ra#v  *A 
MrA  *l«Arrqr  lu>  /n  Jtium  Matt  Ittnt.  <il.  l).  It  li  Kpioduccd  by  the 
WjCe  majoviiy  af  nunuicri|iU  and  vcixioniL  b  u  wiolher  culy  unuiscmcnl, 
nponed  by  OerriFnt  (Eua.  //.  £'.  vi.  14,  j-y)  u  t  nfKUwii  rifA  r^t  rd^twt 
T0i>  «flt>n«XlH*  which  he  hnil  i«c«ivtd  Irum  riSv  Mimttr  wftepifilpur.  The 
1f^^^H1*f  Ihiu  goo  bwk  to  the  middle  of  the  second  cenlnry  al  leut,  if  ii 
it  DM  eariie)  1  Ihcre  a>t  even  tincet  of  It  in  lieiueii*.  Rut  (he  piineiple  of 
MiwiC*i«epl  I*  ihat  prioitiy  belongs  to  the  Eoipeli  which  eoniain  |tetie«la(;te*  | 
Huti'ieiNpel  reflec'ilhesubMquent  pteaehingof  Peter  al  Konic,  while /ohn't 
U  the  tinritiial  gcepe)  which  nowni  and  supplement*  all  three.  Oihnwlae 
(etecp(  In  D  and  F)  MV  u  Hie  Pettine  gospel  precedes  the  Pautbe  Lk. 
IreHM,  ioileevl.  f^ve*  •  chmwloeiw!  hull  for  A  (cp.  Eui.  ft.  S.  v.  K.  j], 
but  the  tradiiiuns  whidi  he  preieties  UI  to  be  diseusted  to  connexion  with 
the  gotpeb  of  Milthev  and  Mark  (>ce  below).  The  (iwIdrI  (C-G)  elcvalion 
(jf  Jn  bam  the  fourth  place  to  the  fiiit  or  second  wM  due  to  the  theory 
tliM  the  directly  apoMolie  gospels  (Ml,  Jn)  were  in  a  pontion  of  priority  m 
OMupucd  with  ihofc  which  weie  mecely  c»mp»c<l  by  apcqiollc  suLordinaie* 
(Uk,  Lk),*  pcthapa  alto  lu  ihc  idea  t  that  Jn  waa  written  when  the  rircic 
of  ihe  apostle*  was  siill  unbroken  {cp.  SchwarU,  Dtr  Tad  d.  Miiu 
ZAtJati,  pp^  >£C),  and  poialbly  to  a  detiie  foi  emphulii  on  iho  gospels 
wbicb  cceinected  Jcsui  directly  with  the  OT,  G  ceilainly  leftecli  a 
pic-Oiigen  ofdcr  ccirent  in  Iho  EKyplian  chutch.  The  mDnacchian 
pMlcCM*  to  ibc  bnr  gospels,  wbich  teprctcnl  on  the  other  hand  a  Itiiman 
tndkieii  dighlly  bier  than  the  Muraiorian  Canon  (cp.  CotBen  in  1 U. 
tcr,  I),  plicc  Ml  first,  a*  wrillen  before  Ihc  others  In  Judva;  then  Jn 
("^  rta  pon  omnei  euangetium  scripaisM  didtut,  tamen  disposlilone 
cuiianii  onlisatl  pMt  Maithieum  |HiniIUT ")  1  then  Lk  and  Mk,  though  the 
iMIce  (wrinen  ia  1uty> ehronolagically  preceded  the  former.!    The  ptolo|;uet 

of  ibf  lymbok  (cp,  Swete'a  Mar*,  pp.  xixvif.].  whieb  allied  the  ligum 
tMpectieelj  to  .Mark,  Luke,  Matthew,  and  John,  does  not  leem  to  luve 
iaflaeaeed  the  cfatonolcfical  order,  hul  In  tlie  old  Latin  codex  Bobientii 
Mkpfictdta  Mt. 

*  See  Ten.  *Jv,  ihtr.  hr.  1  ("  oobu  fidetn  ex  apmioli*  Jnhanno  et 
MatthaM*  KuiDiiant,  u  apotlolici*  Lucai  el  Marcui  imtatmnl,  iisdcoi 
ncaUtcsonl"!. 

tTtait  noeioa,  which  undeth'es  the  Munlorian  Guion**  aceouni  of  the 
Pcwlli  (eapcl'a  urigin,  proltably  ciplaini  ihe  «uli*rquenl  alluilon  in  the 
■MDe  Caaoa  to  the  pnorilyof  the  Apocalypse  over  Paul  {"cum  ipie  beklu* 
apoanhn  I^nhit  lequcni  proJeccrtaria  sui  Juhannii  ordinem  non  ni«i 
aDntelbn  leptetn  tccletlti  fciibai)." 

STbe  reaark  that  Mh  "non  laboranit  nBtioilalcm  earn!*,  quam  in 
yriorlbii*  oideral,  dicere,"  tcctni  10  conlradicl  this,  whether  in  ^Uritui 
(M.  taamfUiit)  refers  to  Ml  and  Lk  (Cortsen),  or  to  Ml  und  ]n  [tee 
■he  «c>4*  imncdiately  above,  "  inilnim  carni*  in  doiuino  c(  del  adurnirniit 
hriJMwIw**).  Zaha'i  attempt  to  explain  (he  |ihrii>e  u  ■  translation  nf 
it  f«Ti  vfl  ntrar  or  t»  nit  litwpoaBn,  Is  quite  improbable. 
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ihiit  wilneu  lo  th*  order  of  A  u  dial  of  the  fompc^llon  oflh*  four,  but  Ibf 
tcctcriwiicil  itaHini  ihcy  rtpioducc  D.  The  WcMtrn  oidcr  of  D  »I«o  occurs 
in  Iho  neu't]' cli'A'ovTm]  (EcyplUn)  Vim  MS.  Here  u  tbtnabne  Mk'tsite 
WM  probably  one  icuoa  fox  Lk'i  priarliy.  A  Is  ptohihlj  the  oldoit  tmJitioo 
man!  upon  the  oritn :  it  ii  drawn  r>oin  i«venl  eaily  eoclciiuticd  trtdjibiu 
connected  with  the  ajioiilvlk  auilimsliip  or  urigin  of  the  |(<it|Xls.  Mt,  m 
compoaed  by  Miilhew  ihc  lueithcicr  fat  Ihe  jewuh  Chitilians  ot  Paleatlnt> 
i^  (uppoMd  to  pmrds  Mk,  wliicli  wu  auociattd  wi<h  I'eler'a  wtnequenl 
prcBchitig  It  Rome,  juUu  Lk  wat  connected  with  I'lul'i  picachin);.  C  rtpc- 
tcntian  order  of  the  Weitem  church,  and  there  ii  inictnnl  evidence  lotUQeM 
that  theatchetypcofCoilcx  Krixhad  lhei;<»|>r1t  inihlsorder,  itiprttent  order 
ID)  being  due  loa  Uiet  Kiibe  (cp.  Dora  Chapman  in  Z.VIt'.,  1905,  359-346)- 

The  diviurm  and  airan|;ecnent  of  the  gutpcls  thui  appear  to  lure  beea 
determined  parity  on  chtonolojcical  eroundt,  partly  from  con*lderalion(  of 
internal  value  at  even  of  die,  poJtlly  (rom  ecdeiuulical  idcu  of  the  autho-'a 
rank,  and  partly  from  artdliuy  fancies — ot,  at  any  rate,  from  what  attm 
aibitrary  and  unintelliifible  to  a  modern.  All  ihew  ftaturci  aie  futthtV 
illuitnted  in  the  diapoiiiion  of  the  Pauline  and  catholic  epistles. 

{<}  The  Paolioc  eplwles  are  arranged  a*  followa: — 


i^' 

B 

CI 

D 

K 

r 

(Si 

Si 

r 

<3 

c 

1 

O 

3 

.1 

r 

B 

Gd 

Corr 

Rou 

Rom 

Rom 

Rom 

Coir 

Eph 

Pliil 

Con 

Con 

Cent 

Co>r 

Rom 

Gat 

Gal 

Eph 

Theu 

Gal 

Gal 

TbeK 
LMd 

Col 
Gal 

Eph 
Piii 

Eph 

Eph 
Theu 

01 

Then 

Col 

,, 

I'hil 

Phil 

Phil 

Rom 

TheM 

Tim 

Col 

Col 

PhiB 

Phlm 

Tim 

Tit 

Tim 

["poWn  dopil- 

Til 

Tit 

Col 

Til 

■i&aapcnoDi* 

Tim 

Phln 

Phlm 

I%lm 

Kiripiil,  ne  «i- 
cedetet    num- 
etiun    Kptem 
ccdcMnun"] 

*  Tbo  order  C*l,  Co,  Ro  MCini  to  hat*  alto  prevailed,  poadbly  aJtor 
Haicion,  in  the  early  Syriac  cinon  (as  in  Efiiem), 

t  Athsmuiui  and  Council  of  Laodicea,  like  KA,  ioatil  Heb  between  Then 
■nd  Tltni  in  the  Boliairic  venlun  U  klao  follow*  1  Th,  though  ili«  Fayyumic 
■nd  Sahidie  (pahap*  00  accouu  ol  iu  me)  place  <i  aJlet  1  Co.  AuguMine,  like 
bldnr(ofSpain<7thcrnt.),  putt  Col  between  Theta  aod  Tim ;  and  Canicdonis, 
revelling  ibeordei  of  Eph  and  Phil.  >lio  places  Hcb  between  Tbaa  wd  Tla. 
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Tbepcslionor  niilrm  iR«  Col  in  Annd  D  is  natural,  hut  ibadlMlnOlon* 
if  McleuMticil  anil  pitvtie  rpullei.  which  doinmBia  B,  C.  E,  and  F,  tended 
to  llitov  I%ikin  col  only  neat  but  iftct  Tim  and  Tit  on  accouDt  of  in  brevity 
fu  in  C,  E).  Thus  U  it  uncciiain  wbcihet  Mircion't  order  put  I'hilcm  after 
Phil  (aa  Tert.  aAr.  Aftrt.  v.}  a  before  il  (Epipb.  A*r.  alii.).  The  ptiorlty 
of  Ron  in  C,  D,  and  E  wu  doe  putly  lo  iu  vte,  partly  to  lh«  pitstige  of 
Um  Roman  chuich. 

The  podlton  u(  Ilebrvm  within  the  Pauline  iv/iu  il  UKially  t  between 
the  ecclsUiiiml  and  the  prime  epiillet  (Eaatetn  Church)  ot  afler  Ihe  latter 
lWt*i«m  Church),  l.uihcr  threw  Hch,  Jaa,  Judat,  and  Apuc  to  iha  end 
of  U*  bible  with  the  cun  remark :  "  buhei  haben  wii  die  rcchien  gewinen 
hauplbttchcrdcaNTgehabl,  dicie  mr  nachrolgcnde  aber  babcn  rot  Mjllea 
nn  andir  MMfava  E'bahl." 

{^  The  canonical  uranpmenl  of  Ihe  catholic  cpiatlet  ihrowt  even 
IcM  tight  oo  theit  origin,  or  even  upon  the  iradiiioai  which  ietcw 
up  fo«nd  Ihcm  in  lli«  euty  church.  1'liey  wen  tabulated  in  order  ai 
toIloM : — 


ipt 

aPt 

i\l 


a 

H 
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I  Pt 

aPt 

'A: 
W 

Juda* 


Ct 


I  Pt 

J  Pi 
Judas 


pi 

m 


I  pi 

itn 
Judaa 


■sft 


t  Pt 
iPt 

la. 

Judai 
(In 
aln 
3)n 


n 


.)n 

I  Pt 

aPt 

iudat 


*  b  ■  oplidtlx  alated  in  Murat  Canon  and  by  Victorinui  that  P«ul 
wteie  10  Mven  cbntcho,  ai  John  did,  tlie  seven  lepteienUnE  the  one 
ealhofic  dintch. 

1  Occadooatly,  howcvet,  after  2  Co  and  before  G*J  {m,  4^.,  Sahidic 
vcnion)  ot  Eph  (Theodore  Mopi.), 

2  Pope  DuDunt  I.  U>h  cent.],  who  fottowi  (hii  ordoc,  diilineuiihcd 
land]  Jd as  "alleriiii  Johanait  pietbyierl  epittolK." 

S  Ctlalacal  Homnueoianua  [4th  cent. ).  which  followi  F,  omits  Judaa  and 
J«.  Tha  "na  tola,"  which  it  ippf  nded  in  one  of  ill  MSS  to  Jo  and  Pt, 
leprcMBlS  an  eaily  gloti  nhich  pioieiu  igaintt  the  canonlcity  of  3-3  Jn 
andi  P,  not  aoouimcnl  upun  Jai  and  Juilai,  which  have  been  acddcntallr 
omilMd  (Brtici.  Siitl.  Jtj).  S«e  Grt^ury't  Cawa  «i>^  Ttrt  ^  HT, 
971-372. 
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Owlni  ta  itie  Icnsih  of  lime  whidi  ctipied  Mnit  the  itvttt  cuholic ' 
cpiMlu  succeeded  in  winning  ccclniulirai  Tccngnilinii,  nod  owing  (o  the 
nfifly  of  llicit  authors  i«  well  u  ta  the  oliwuril}'  which  Imieu  ihe  ori|!in  of 
•Jaiail  all  in  the  tnditions  of  the  church,  no  (riulition  of  Iheir  teipecUve 
order  or  chionological  uranijenicnl  ii  tilhut  otiy  oi  teiiBble.  Tbai,  llie 
priorly  of  Peier  in  B  !■  due  to  hlcrwchictJ  reuont  (Jerome,  tec  to  Cudod. 
/till.  Dtp.  /.itt.  n,  pill  the  Pctiinc  epp.  before  the  Pauline,  neil  to  the  v 
i;otpeU).  B  puled  into  Ihe  Roman  church  ihtough  l)io  Council  of  Tient.H 
A  repreienia  >  oommon  and  even  tiutier  Eailcm  ariangcinent.  For  (he 
prioiily  of  Jm,  Cp.  Eui.  //.  £.  ii.  33.  14  (o4  fi  vpJrfri  ri»  imnafOfUrm' 
•atfrtuii*  /riOToXir  ilrai  \fynai)  ;  but  the  tirdrt  (Jm,  ^I,  Jn)  proh»Uy  il  no 
miire  thui  an  ecclciiailical  leflection  of  G^  3*,  and  il  poucuei  u  illlie 
independent  hiitoiica)  value  u  B. 

By  the  lime  of  Eu>cbiut,  who  (irat  menilon*  tit  tnti  t»-<alUi  MtMSt 
tfiutti  {H.  S.  ii.  33,  cp.  vi.  14),  the  Ewiem  church  in  gwrtieuUi  had 
reserved  the  term  talMit,  at  ■  liierary  detignaiion,  fur  a  group  of  M*en 
ouly  Chtiatian  wtltiii(it  which,  irilh  more  or  Icl^  iinanlmlly,  had  been  loccpted 
w  ttpoiiolic  and  canonical.  The  tense  of  the  (ertn,  in  lhi»  connectioii,  ia 
cquivateni  to  encyclical  or  Kcnriul.  Aa  diHiineinkhcd  fium  Paul's  cpiMles, 
thcK  were  tuppcoed  lo  be  addicsed  eilhci  10  Chiiitendom  in  general  ot  to  a 
wide  circle  of  Qirislian  chuichel.  The  Mtcond  century  anli-Montanist 
Apollonlut  (a«  died  In  Eui.  I/,  £.  v.  iS.  5)  deicnbo  how  Oiidaair  ,  ,  , 
tTi\iifiBir,  luimi/ttroi  rir  iwi/rraKar,  <a#aXir4>  nra  gvmi^turai  /rtrrgXilr, 
■""IX'"'  >''*  '■i>i)t  a^inM*  tt^roD  mriarivxirai,  vvraiuriticSai  tl  rwt  t^ 
■tfMpvrlai  X(ymi,  fl\ar^i)l'^i  H  '^  ^Ar  tfpiti  (ol  rvh  dnrrdXavi  nvi  H)^ 
iTJor  /((Xifslar.  Theiiiibin  was  a  Munlanint  Indei  al  Cumane,  bul  we 
have  no  futthrt  lnfci>n<oii>>n  about  hit  ecclcuaiiiical  or  llleiary  career.  Il  it^t 
plain,  however,  that  lotfoXu^  in  this  conncclioo  moins  nciihct  cuionical  Dorf 
onhodos,  but  (ccnmeninl  or  general. 

TbeextMit  fmgnient  of  the  Latin  veralon  of  Clement'*  Hyf«t]rfattt  {mt 
Zshn'i  FfruiintTM,  ill.  pp,  I34f.t  provei  thai,  while  he  reckoned  Clement 
Romanus  and  Bamalwa*  a>  apottolic,  he  only  commented  on  four  of  the 
oalholic  eplulca,  *ii.  I  P.  Judai,  t  Jn  and  1  Jn.  Thcae  four  repieieni 
the  nucleua  of  the  corpus  catholicum.  The  latter  Ihicc  alone  are 
included  in  Ihe  MuiatutUn  Canon,  while  Irttueut  kiiew  I  F,  1  Jn,  and 
■  Jn,   and   Teriullian    1    P,    I  Jn,    and   Judai.      Tetiullian'*   lilenoe   on 

•      1  Jn  may  be  ai  acciilenlal  at  that  of  Irenarui  upon  Judat ;  but  even  Origen, 
Ihe  (iiU  o\  the  church  (athcn  lo  vouch  for  all  the  aeven  catholic  epiitlea, 
putt  1  and  3  Jn,  Judat,  1  P,  and  Jb,  inlo  the  tecond  das  of  irtiKrfintrm^ 
or  <**i^o.VW»niio,  ^ 

Mote  than  once  the  further  queatlon  ritea,  did  the  formation  of  llie  Cannn 
eierl  any  ioflucnce  upon  the  original  form  and  text  of  the  eaily  ChiiiiJtn 
amiingi  which  were  ihui  gaihettd  inlo  a  collection  of  ncted  boolci  for  the 
purpjan  of  the  church?  Did  the  canonical  proccti  involve  any  edltiriK? 
tnd  if  10,  where,  and  to  what  eitcal?  Higha  ctitidua  and  icitual  CTiiicisn 
^^      inierlaoe,  in  problem*  of  thi*  oataic,     Rohrhach't  hypi>lheti»  about  ilio  loat 

^B  *  Origen  alto  Nckontd  ihia  a  nMunt  /virrAv  {t.  CttK  t.  6}),  aad  Mj 

^1      did  itie  Catakcua  CUiomonianuL 

m     
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«r  Mark,  llifn>ck*t  mi  the  tlttri  i>(  the  callmttc  cpftlTn,  and  lh« 
whlgpwJ  (htoiin  on  Rnmaru  ani)  a  Corinth  inn*,  aw  tnsuncct  in  point, 
tt  is  •Uo  a  fair  qiicici«n.  whcthei  the  lesl  of  PjniCa  cpltiici  nnjr  nol  haire 
been  >)ightl]r  "eMholicufd"  fni  die  purpou  of  Ihennon  Th««  problem*, 
Untrei,  fall  10  br  aniicnl  brlC'H',  in  connrelion  with  the  ictprclivc  wrilingi. 
AD  thai  can  be  prcRiucd  is  that  ihe  caiwnioal  cdilinE.  which  lidded  tlitet  10 
Ktrrral  of  [he  Kiitjagi,  majrquil*  well  tuLVt  gona  fuilhet  in  ih*  iDlereiUof 
BttBgical  cddicalioB. 

As  the  pbo  of  this  volume  dq)srts  from  the  canonical 
■nangement,  it  will  be  useful  at  this  poinl  to  outline  the  course 
follovred  in  grouping  the  various  documents. 

The  titentuTC  dating  fTom  the  carl)-  decades  of  the  Christian 
fnovemeni  may  be  called  "Epichiislian" — to  born^w  a  con- 
venient  term  from  dc  Quinccy.*  A»  it  happens,  the  extant 
^ments  of  this  literature  consist  almost  entirely  of  loiicra 
wriitcn  by  the  apostle  Paul.  The  period  includes,  however, 
the  rise  of  the  primitive  evangelic  material,  which  afterwards 
was  worked  op  into  the  synoptic  gospela.  Colleciions  of  logia 
may  in  some  cases  be  traced  even  within  Paul's  epistles;  one 
of  them,  the  Q-source  of  Matthew  and  I.uke,  certainly  is 
con  tern  ponneous  with  him.  Though  none  has  survived 
in  its  original  form,  it  would  be  an  unbalanced  estimate  of 
the  epi-christion  period  and  its  literature  which  would 
identify  tbe  latter  with  the  correspondence  of  the  great 
apost]& 

In  form,  at  any  rate,  the  historical  literature  stands  by  itself. 
The  use  of  the  epistle  for  religious  purposes  did  not  originate 
with  Paul,  though  he  was  lite  first  to  popularise  it  within 
Christianity.  The  Special  traits  of  a  gospel,  however,  as  we 
find  them  in  tbe  synoptic  writers,  arc  not  anticipated  in  the 
earlier  biogrs{rf)ica)  memoirs  or  mono(;rapht  or  dfcraXoyoi  of 
ancient  literature.  On  this  account  alone  tbe  four  books  of  the 
bbtorical  literature  demand  a  chapter  to  themselves.     From 

*  In  Ui  esBty  on  tbe  Eucno  he  invents  the  adjeclire  in  ordec  10  dr*CTil« 
pMMiy  «km«nU  and  muvcnicncs  in  (.'hiisliinity  which  &nl  malaied  in  the 
pMHlloa  iBiui«diatelr  fuccceitinK  the  lifetime  of  Jnui  Chriit.  "Thai 
putiadar  ace  ot  sencnilion  (of  twenty  «t  ihjrlj  yean,  tuppoae)  which 
witMsata  Ihc  fim  origin  of  any  gital  idea,  (ywem,  diacovety,  or  teveluion, 
rm>7  ludacd  wilncatcs  the  main  tuucgle  and  oprnint>  rush  of  iU  evolution. 
£u<tly  as  any  Unh  piomiKa  vast  reiulu  for  man,  il  may  be  expected  lo 
■I— lUr  iUcBi^.  Then  suddenly  ki(idlin|>.  and  sprradine  hy  ratios  continually 
acceknled,  it  rwbcs  into  ibc  fulncis  of  life  with  the  liurty  of  a  veirwl  returiec- 
boD  ia  S*«l«a.'' 
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the  standpoint  of  literary  critidsm,  they  represent  a  newl 
departure:.  A*  they  followed  Paul's  correspondence  chronologic- j 
ally,  tbcy  may  be  studied  next  to  the  apostle's  letters  and 
epistles,  the  more  so  that  the  origin  atid  the  significance  of  tbfi 
to  called  Pauhne  elements  which  they  conuin  constitute  one  of 
the  problems  which  beset  the  task  of  estimating  the  extent  to 
which  the  gDS[)els  reflect  the  common  Christianity  of  the 
primitive  chutch  in  reproducing  the  sayings  and  deeds  of 
Jesus. 

So  &r  as  the  NT  is  concerned,  Ibis  period,  U.  the  half 
century  after  a.u.  70,"  has  also  thrown  up  a  number  of  com- 
positions which  the  later  church,  in  framing  its  Canon,  grouped 
either  as  Pauline  or  as  "catholic"  epistles.  It  is  customary 
in  most  manuftlt  of  Introduction  to  treat  the  former  under  the 
Pauline  correspondence,  even  when  they  are  recognised  to  be 
sub-Pauline,  and  to  discuss  the  latter  separately.  This  method 
may  be  defended  on  the  score  of  practical  convenience;  but 
even  when  adopted  in  order  to  facilitate  reference  and  to 
avoid  confusion,  it  has  grave  drawbacks.  It  is  belter  to 
r^ard  all  these  tub-Pauline  writings,  from  the  standpoint 
of  litciary  diiicistn,  under  the  general  title  of  pastorals 
and  homilies.  The  introduction  of  a  dassilication  such  as 
that  of  the  "catliolic  epistles"  is  a  mucli  later  and  arti&dal 
arrangement  ,J 

Any  disposition  of  these  homilies  and  lostorals  it  more  o^R 
less  provisional.  Their  chronologicil  succession,  their  literary 
relationships,  and  even  the  schools  of  thought  or  localities  to 
which  they  might  be  referred,  are  too  insecure  to  afford  any 
basis  for  an  arrangement  which  would  correspond  to  the  little 
that  is  known  abotit  their  situation.  I  have  put  Judas  and 
3  Peter  immediately  after  1  Peter,  since,  although  Judas  differs 
from  I  Peter,  i  Peter  depends  on  both,  and  Judas  lies  chrono^ 
logically  between  the  two.  A  second  subdivluon  is  headed  by 
Ephc^ians,  which  is  also  allied  to  i  Peter ;  in  its  wake  we  may 
range  the  three  epistles  to  Timothcus  and  Titus,  since  they, 
loo^  bear  Paul's  name.  Hebrews  again,  like  Ephesians,  breathes 
an  atmosphere  in  which  the  Pauline  ideas  ire  being  transmuted 

*  It  b  loiitly  unhUtoriczl  to  drict>b«  the  ific  iMtween  ihc  dcuh  of  the 
apMIIci  Mid  the  middle  of  the  lecond  orninry  u  an  unpioiliictiva  pciiod, 
whou  pndical  Uakt  lexmbied  those  of  ihe  patc-RcfofOuIioa  eim,  when  it 
cneo'i  chief  buiinev,  u  Mutia  Chomnili  put  it,  farta  tutri. 
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bto  a  form  appcoxinuting  lo  the  Uter  Uansrormation  in  the 
Fouith  B^peL  With  it  the  homily  or  tract  of  Jamea  may  be 
pbced,  Tot  lack  or  any  more  appropriate  position.  Finally,  the 
iro  little  pastorals  written  by  John  tbe  presbyler  lead  tip 
natunlly  lo  the  Apocalypse.  In  litcntry  form,  the  Apocalypue 
ii  portly  allied  to  the  pastorals  and  homilies,  but  the  uniqueness 
of  its  contents  justifies  the  special  position  assigned  to  it  as 
tbe  only  one  of  the  early  Chiistian  apocalypses  which  eventu- 
ally managed  to  retain  a  foothold  inside  the  Canon.  The 
Fourth  gospel  has  formal  affinities  both  to  the  pastorals  and 
to  the  hittorical  literature;  here  again,  however,  the  distinctive 
characteristics  of  the  document  merit  isolated  treatment.  The 
uuKiyntous  homily  or  p^slor.tl  which  bears  the  canonical  title 
of  "  Pint  John  "  will  be  diicusKcd,  for  the  sake  of  convenience, 
in  the  walce  of  tbe  Fourth  go§pcl,  with  which  its  affinities  are 
cloaest.  instead  of  in  its  proper  clots. 

Tbe  chief  eooiplele  cammcntuici  on  lh«  NT  are:— Bcib*i  AntKlatttita 
11565)1  Afctios,  Crmmmlitrii  {Ptin,  1607):  Grotiut,  ffHw/nrtiinn  11644)1 
AlbcrtT*  Oiunv/inui  ^'Jahgij^  in  iiur^i  Ntmi  F<rdtrU  libm  (1715]; 
Hankniia'*  CMuMffruniii  (1741);  d«  Bniuobre'i  Rtmarqatt  hiiUriqmtt, 
triliitut.  It  pkiMtp^mt  ntr  It  NT  (1741);  Bonctrs  Gn»m4K  (174a): 
RoKamUlet'i  Sthtlia  (I777)i  H-  E.  G.  P.ku1u>  (iSoo-iSot).  J.  O.  Ttiicu 
(iSci4-tSo6).  Kiuno«l  I1S07-1S1S),  S.  X  BJonlidd's  Grta  TttlamnH 
iLoodoD,  1819);  J.  GoMTitr  (Brrtln,  tSij-iSjo):  E.  Builan'x  GrttM  TtiU- 
■umT  (Odbnl,  iSji} :  AUbrd  [  C  Wotdtwoith  i  ud  A.  Bi*pins'»  Haa^ttth 
11867-1876^ 


III. 


LITERARY  SOURCES  OF  NT. 

A  New  Tcilaroent*  implies  an  Old.  The  New  Testament 
arilings,  even  separately,  presuppose  the  authority  no  less  than 
the  eidstcrtce  of  the  older  fpa.'^'^  of  the  Jews,  by  means  of  which 
Paul  Juxtilted  the  principles  of  the  Gentile  mission,  and  lh« 
evangelic  tradition  cnticlicd  as  well  as  verified  it*  outline  of  Jatu 
the  meisiaK  It  was  the  analogy  of  the  OT  which  contributed, 
together  mth  the  growing  prestige  of  early  Christian  apostolic 

*  Tennllttti,  atiiH;  iHitntmrHina  Id  iu  Juiisiic  senie  of  a  wrtnco  onlharily 
ot  ptoofi  dialnpiUhict  ihc  or.  u  iiutmmtntiim  /taiii.yt  tiltrtt,  rrom  Ihe 
KT  ■*  the  inttrumtrtlmin  fnitiuali*itii  «(  CMristiana  Ultra  (Ruuch.  Au 
ItT  TsratStam,  lS7i>  47-^)- 
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writings u  apostolic*  (q>.  Koppel  ia  SK,  1891,  i>3t),  to  the 
fornution  or  a  NT. 

Euscbius  recognises  a  providential  circumstance  in  the 
composition  of  the  I. XX.  Had  it  not  been  for  this  version,  he 
obfcrves,  "we  should  not  have  got  Tram  the  jews  those  oracles 
(t4  imp*  aBw^  \6yia,  cp.  Ro  $*),  which  they  would  have  hidden 
away  from  us  in  jealousy"  (Ivus.  Pratp.  Ex>amg.  349  c).  The 
argument  js  that  since  the  OT  prophecies  were  to  prove 
essential  to  the  preaching  of  Christ  throughout  the  world,  God 
had  thus  arranged  for  the  accurate  translation  and  wide  difTution 
of  oradcs  which  would  witness  inconlroveriihly  to  his  Son. 
This  standpoint  was  that  of  the  early  church  as  a  whole.  To 
the  OT  they  appealed  for  proofs  of  their  doctrine  of  Jesus 
ChrisL  Their  earliest  theoretic  interest  was  the  demonstration 
from  OT  prophecies  that  Jesus  was  the  true  messiah.  In  the 
case  of  Paul,  the  author  of  Matthew,  and  the  writer  of  Hebrews, 
the  extent  to  which  the  original  Hebrew  text  was  employed  in 
quotations  becomes  a  problem  for  exegesis,  but  in  the  main  the 
I.XX  was  more  convenient  More  than  once,  t^.  in  Hcbrcirs 
and  Paul,  the  argument  turns  upon  some  pivot  in  the  IJCX 
tcit.  Several  bmes,  t.g.  in  Matthew,  Barnabas,  and  Justin,  the 
so-called  proofs  are  simply  illu.itiations,  and  not  always  very 
happy  illustrations,  of  the  doctrine  in  question,  white  the  OT 
text  could  also  furnish  upon  occasion  material  for  the  stories 
as  well  as  for  the  sayings  in  the  gospels.  The  main  point  Is, 
however,  that  the  early  church  steadily  clung  to  the  OT, 
despite  the  hostility  of  the  Jews,  the  contempt  of  ihe  Marcionites 
and  certain  gnostic  sects  who  repudiated  the  OT,  and  the 
difficulties  in  which  its  interpretation  often  plunged  the  Christian 
teacher  and  apologist 

On  tbc  atrong  influenc*  of  (he  LXX  upon  iba  Gt««k  woild  outside 
JndaUtn,  uid  lu  value  u  tn  liulrumcnl  of  the  OiriitUn  propat^ndx,  Rn 
lAvamA.  SBBA.,  1401,  joSf.,  MAi:.\.  tTiL,t%i\.  :  uid  DclBinann, jV^im 
JdkrilUkf  /lir  tias  lUii.  AUtrtAum  (1903).  161  (.  (00  'die  HclloniMiorDng 
doMolL  Honoihcumus'l. 

*  Ttw  impuhc  to  keep  up  ttnoniunlciilan  of  »on)«  ic(t  with  tht  &po«lolic 
due  wu  not  confine'l  10  Caihulic  Chrutlau.  The  Gnostics  ihaicd  this 
inUinct.  Il  luu&d  'cii|HEnliJii  in  ilirir  repoktod  «ffurlt  (•)  to  viuh  them- 
mItcs  Io  the  Uadilicuu  at  totat  Bpoiule  or  apouolic  disciple,  (4)  tu  Intrrpret 
■llcgotkalljr  (and  edit)  nine  ■poMolic  *ritJnB,  and  to  eoKipa«e  ((J  gotpels  o( 
ibtit  oiiv  (cp.  e<u.  tt.  B.,  tii.  a5.  fr-y). 
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Ifniltda  (^  Phil.  tP]  dcctutt  he  one*  heard  aam«  peopU  Myhg  {in  'EA* 
ii*X.)>  "If  1  do  not  find  il  /•  raft  ifiXflini,  I  do  not  believe  (it)  It  t« 
ttorfffM^"  When  he  leplic'l,  "  Il  it  wrilien,"  Ihejr  i«iorteil.  "  ThM  u 
JusI  tbe  <)««»ticin  (»p4«mu)."  Td  d^^fia  (ipx"^'  ^i*'*  "nw"'  ihe  OT, 
■hich  Ignaiiui  cloimi  lo  be  in  line  with  th«  goipel.  Il  it  uitneceuary  >nd 
i«k<urd  lo  put  tr  ry  fiaft'^^V  ■<>  >pp(»i<ion  to  tmi  ipx''*<'<  iiMng 
nrrritt  in  u>  abulutc  tcnte  [ui  Zahn,  Funk),  or  to  fnllow  the  inK^nimii 
mwMUtion  of  A.  N.  Jxnnirui  [Ctati.  Xer.,  190J,  a4-ajl,  uho  prefrn  10 
ie*<J  f,rt  Or  lot  ttt  'VAr,  and  irpAjKorai  ( —  upwr^tftirai)  dir  wpiKiimi,  to 
that  the  paia^e  would  tun :  "  toe  I  heard  ccruin  personi  laying,  Whaieitr 
I  find  not  b  the  rrCKriU.  in  ihc  e^pe>.  t  Wlirve  not.  And  when  I  uid  lo 
lhe«,  tt  U  writim,  ihey  amwcrod.  It  ii  added."  The  latter  inlrrprtiaijon 
xmU  Kfct  to  th*  cOfTuptioa  ol  the  goipcl  leit.  Bui  the  compatlsm  of  tbe 
OT  u)d  lb*  CtiriUlan  propaganda  I*  Inherenllf  mare  probahle. 

Three  constderaitons  have  to  be  borne  in  mind  in  thU 
connecttoo : 

(i.)  Even  the  LXX  wu  not  employed  Utenill)'.  The  early 
churd)  used  the  OT  in  many  cases  not  as  it  lies  before  the 
modem  reader,  but  in  the  light  of  the  luxuriant  midrashlc  inter- 
pretation which  gathered  round  it  during  the  later  Judalnni, 
Allowance  has  to  be  made  repeatedly  Tor  this  bctor,  in  estimating 
the  form  and  contents  of  early  Chri.ttian  traditions.*  Thvre  is  a 
partial  analogy  in  the  influence  of  Milton  upon  the  later  interpre- 
tation of  Genesis;  but  even  this  gives  no  adequate  idea  of  the 
extent  t  to  which,  not  simply  in  the  held  of  eschaiology  and 
apocalyptic,  the  letter  of  the  OT  was  embellished  and  modified 
hj  midiashic  speculations. 

(ii.)  Tlie  com|>osiie  OT  quoUtions  in  the  NT  as  well  as  in 
the  early  Chttttian  literature  from  Barnatms  and  Mclito  to 
Cyprian's  Ttstimonia  especially,  render  it  highly  probable  that 
jhHtipa  arxl  Mltnae  of  OT  passages  were  in  circulatioiL  A 
pffrChnstian  origin  for  such  excerpts  is  not  impossible;  the 
nse  of  the  OT  would  make  it  convenient  for  short  manuals  of 
this  kind  to  be  drawn  up  for  the  purpose  of  teaching  and 
propaganda.      But  this  need   would  be  intensified  when   the 

*  Oa  the  Kidraihic  dcmcnU,  i.g.,  in  Stephen's  speech  (Ac  7),  m«  ktti. 
4791  :  the  ttace*  in  Jcsephui  are  collected  by  Blodi  {Dtt  Qutliim  tits 
fUB4mt ftMfkitt,  18^9,  PP'  ao-Si  >.  ihc  Philonic  by  L.  Tieiiel  In  UtKaliuAr^ft 
Jtr  Gniltiihtr  inni  Will,  da  Jiitmnimi  (tgoi)),  j8f.,  159!. 

t  Tha*  Ihc  itidiiion  al  ihc  Axiaiic  clden  (Iren.  v.  ]).  3-4)  (boot  the 
fmlUyof  ibe  earth  in  Ihc  Ulirr  dayi  liantf erred  to  Jesut  a  midiMhtc  proph<^, 
pcrhapa  fipun  Aivic.  Har.  (iS*)  19*,  or  fram  a  viutce  eomnian  lo  ihat  a)Kicaty|»a 
and  t^M^H  (a  Hebrew  midiash  «n  Ibc  Biesting  of  Isaac,  J.  R,  Harrii,  AJT.^ 
1900,  499 )  cp.  lleniildHCa  BHA.  11.  ai^ 
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oontroveny  between  Jews  and  Chrbtians  turned  largely  on  the 
or  proof  that  Jesus  was  the  true  messuh.  Following  the 
contemporary  habit,  the  catty  Christian  pro|>aganda  would 
produce,  or  adapt  for  JU  own  purpose,  short  collections  of  extracts, 
messianic  and  otherwise,  for  the  use  of  those  who  had  lo  argue 
from  the  OT.  The  internal  evidence  of  the  early  Christian 
oomposile  quotations,  with  their  sequence  of  lexis  (c^.  Is  8" 
and  aS"  in  Ro  9*"*  and  1  !'  a"),  their  special  textual  rorms 
{'X  ■  Co  3*),  their  editorial  comments,  and  their  occasional 
errors  in  the  utribotion  of  authorship  (r^.  MIt  1",  Mt  17"*), 
converge  on  the  conclusion  that  such  manuals  were  in  use  even 
during  the  first  century.  The  evidence  of  Barnabas,  Justin 
Martyr,  and  Clement  of  Alexandria  throws  light  back  upon  their 
predecessors  in  this  respect.  It  is  pouible  that  early  Christian 
writers  occasionally  used  not  only  Greek  Ititimonia  of  this  kind, 
bat  ^eir  Aramaic  originals.  Thus  if,  as  is  most  likely,  the 
comlnnation  of  citations  in  Mk  1**  is  derived  from  a  book  of 
Uitimonia,  that  book  was  compiled  upon  rabbinic  principles,  and 
probably  written  in  Hebrew  or  Aramaic  Rabbinic  combinations 
of  texts  were  made  from  a  sense  of  similarity  in  words  as  well  u 
in  ideas,  and  it  is  only  in  the  original  of  the  Matachi  and  Isaiah 
passages  that  the  due  to  their  ajtsociation  here  is  seen,  vii, 
the  unique  phrase  jrt  ruB  (cp.  Abrahams  in  Camtrid/(e  Biiiiad 
Eitayt,  1909,  179).  In  any  case  the  deliberate  and  cotapostte 
character  of  a  number  of  early  Christian  quotations  suggeato 
that  they  are  secondary,  taken  not  from  the  originals,  but  from 
collections  of  proof-texts  upon  different  subjects  which  were 
arranged  in  order,  e.g.,  to  illustrate  topics  like  *'  the  forerunner," 
"  the  sufferings  of  roeasiah,"  "  the  call  of  the  Gentiles,"  etc  (cp. 
Htmack, /^/J.  i.  175;  Moffatt,  ^AT.  jji,  617  ;  and  the  author 
of  Tiftf  Lopa  0/  Papiat,  1894,  ppi.  v-vii^ 

The  existence  or  luch  /fi/inuiii'ii  cipluns,  r^i  *^O^eiutioni  In  Muthtw 
(Allen.  Suntoni  GttD.  ii,  344  f.)  u  ii«l1  »  in  Paul.  The  hypothcdl^ 
Stated  by  Ocdncr  {Bntraft  mr  tiimi,  ii.  JlST.)  uid  lUtch  {Bitaji  in 
SiUittl  Crtti,  18S9,  K>]-ai4),  bu  been  riUcd  la  ihe  level  <A  ctioac 
probability  by  th«  rtpoled  prooT*  l«d  by  Reodel  Uarni  *  (q>.  ivf.  £qA.'  iL 

*  Dr.  HarrJi  even  findi  in  Ac  s6*  (be  beidlinet  of  tach  Ititim^iiia, 
■wkmnlly  iAcoq)0(«l«il  in  ibe  int.  On  ihe*li»lr  iiibjrci.qx  Ellct'senax, 
'  de  pMinolofpomM  hittoria. '  in  Bft^tit.  Ztiiukrift,  <u.  445  f.  The  lalcr  lue 
ofwcli  etcerpttin  ibeolofical  diacuaioD  it  traced  bjrTheodoi  Schermann  !■ 
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9.  «5.  6)  C  t  C*tf*l  if  Fi(tr,  66 :  Conttrnf.  Kniim,  Aug.  1S95I.  and 
djr  atccpicd,  *^,  by  WcUeou  {//timej,  476 1.),  V.illnwr  |/)m  ^//«i/. 
OM/'Jc'Aa^,  pp.  jSf. ),  Clemen  (/biJ«/.i.  96),Swctc  (/iirnp./.  fa  OTin 
Ct  asM,  jMquiei  (/iVT*.  iii.  ajj-ijil.  Sandnx  ind  Headbm  IXtmoMt,  pp. 
36t.  aSs),  and  Dniaimond  iCAnraeUr  tnJ  AHtharikip  r/  lii  FturtK  Gf$f*l, 
p.  )65,  "111*  eonodnble that  ihctE may  liAve  giomiup,  whcthtr  in  wrrilinK 
M  QM,  u  ■olboloQt  of  pHMVii  ufclul  in  conltOTCtiy,  trbicli  dilTcrcd  more  cir 
loB  liom  the  eoiracl  Cretk  tnnilniion  "  of  ihc  0T|. 

(lii.)  The  religious  life  of  a  community  is  always  enriched  bjr 
tbe  use  of  sources  wider  than  the  mere  letter  of  their  saacd 
codes.  It  tt  difficult  10  uoenain  the  precise  limits  of  the  Jewish 
OT  Canon  at  this  period,  or  to  be  sure  how  far  they  as  well  as 
tbe  early  Christians*  employed  eicra-canonical  writings;  but, 
apart  from  this,  tbe  primitive  Christian  literature,  including  the 
NT,  shows  ample  traced  of  dependence  on  written  sources  which 
by  outside  the  OT.  In  some  cases  direct  quotation  can  be 
proved,  though  in  the  majority  of  instances  the  evidence  doe* 
not  warrant  so  direct  a  filiation. 

(a)  "TbeiaflDenceotEnochon  theNewTe«iuii«ni  hu  been  gre>I«t  ttutn 
Ami  of  «U  tbe  other  apociyphil  snil  pMudtpijcnjihlal  liookt  lakcii  loi^het " 
(Cbatk*,  TJit  B*tk  tf  EitMh,  pp.  41-49.  where  the  evidence  U  luminariied). 
It  b  only  quoted  directly  in  judu  '"'*  I^En  ■■  j*  17').  u  by  name  in 
Bbb  4'  (ep.  16*  *  yyi^fi^Vx,  89*-";  cp.  Veil  in  HNA.  li.  Ill,  1)8),  but 
tt*K««veibalechoe*.r.f..  in  HtUewi  U"=l^n^.  cp.  Il'h  Ml  I9'*|-l':n 
*lO«wla6^(  =  EnjS^.Lk  i(.'(  =  Eft6j"'),JnS''(  =  En69"),  P«ul(i  Th  s» 
-Bafts*  «cj.  I  P  J"-"  <  =  En  ia'"'»),t  and  ibe  Apoealypae  {ftiitim), 
ne  powcrfbl  wflucDce  of  Enoch  upon  the  csclutolopcal  tiailitiont  of  pic 
Qutaliia  Jndusm  naturally  aflnrtdl  the  eu-ly  ChHstian  literaiuic  along 
Dm  Gm  la  aa  otant  whbji  no  collection  of  pojalteU  can  fully  litiii^  out. 
F«r  tto  IM  sad  piatige  of  tbe  book  in  the  tarly  church  duiing  the  Am 
two  oentarira.  *re  HuMck,  jICI..  I  8p,  t!.  1.  563  f.  The  sliglitn  Bmt 
y  Ifa  ^rta  tf  Emii,  a  later  but  pre  Chriitioa  apocslypK,  also  Iicl|ird  lo 
[l-f-**«»»  coneeptiooa  such  at  that  of  the  levco  bcaveni  |cp.  Chailet  mid 
Hotfin  •Aba,  ^>  xni  f. ),  but  U  it  not  quaied  by  na<»e  >"  the  early  Chtistian 
Uucatate.    (i)  FUtct  of  Eccleaatttcas,  reftd  u  an  edifying  religloui  treati>e, 

*  Oa  tbe  early  Chtiitiao  use  and  nliiiiie  of  uncsnonicil  Jewish  Iltrialure, 
c|k  t  Gnfc'i  All  VrtMriitmtktim  u.  dtt  Allt  Tnlammt  (1906),  ppL  39!., 
aad Bvdde'a  Dtr  A'vmr  Ai  AT,  pp.  73 f. 

tik.  Itcndel  Ilatiu  {E*f.*  \i.  l94-i99)Bdd*  1  P  i*^  (  =  En  ■■  cAt  tU 
rV  f^  7«mAi>  >»»««<f>fr  4XX'  ^1  wiffiu  ekor  tyii  XoXA),  eon]eclurii)2 
I  imftn  fa*  ii^trmr  In  (he  f<>riiiei  i^nsatp,  at  well  ai  {Stf.*  iv. 
J«t-M9) '•••*X  •*«»  ''  V  "I  lENWKAl  (ENWXl  TOIC)  in  1  P3'»i 
Pf.Cktnmin  Bif.*'n.  y6t,  oa  "Thcfiist  epiillcof  fcleiand  the  Book  of 
I  Huhn'i i/iV a//A(r.  Citaltm,  kemiMiumun im NT,\i.  ppL  05 f., 
luMMl  <n  Paul  and  the  Goapela,  tee  Abbcil't  Diu.  3J53-33S4- 
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Us  far  ani)  wjdc  ovei  ihe  turficc  of  ihe  chuich't  li(Fnlur«  during  tlir  (tot 
tira  Mnturirv  from  Janid  and  HrrmM  lo  Orij^n  ani]  Clcmenl  of  AtFundiU 
(ep  Blcek,  S/r..  185J,  344  f.  !  WriMi.  7\}.,  187*,  *6st(.  Nol  only  (li*» 
ClcRiFn*  Romanui  quole  it  I60'  =Sir  i"l,  like  ihe  DiduhC  U*'Su  4")  and 
BunabM  (19*).  but  ihcre  iirc  •Imi  in  ihc  gotpelt  which  pravc  "(hit  both 
Wbdoro  uid  SinKh  were  knawn  to  Matthew,  Luke,  John,  or  la  colleetcot  of 
iigia  at  Jeius  oilier  llian  thdtF  gospel*  ;  Ihil  Sinch  npccially  nas  UMrl  by 
(hr  »ulhot  o(  llie  iVa(Hi/<al  [t.f.  l'^  =  Sif  4S",  t^^Sit  10"],  iinil  lh»t  our 
Laid  leernt  la  have  made  uk  of  both  Uaoks,  Sirach  mate  piobabl;  than 
WiKlom  "  (Aileiiey  in  ACC  i.  lOla  :  lee,  fuclhn,  J.  H.  A.  lUtl't  £(fUii- 
aiiiim,  Tkt  G*.  Tat  t/Ct'f/Jt  148,  1909).  One  of  the  motl  inlefetllng  and 
■gniliant  c«>a  b  IhM  of  Mt  ll""**,  which  eoniaint  more  ihan  one 
mniniieence  not  only  of  the  OT,  bol  o(  SItaeh  (t.f.  Si*"  "*"'*■  "  ".  M*", 
S*""*.  S'**-  '"t  1  •««  Krsndt'i  Smug.  Gittiiti/r  taut  4»r  Unfru'tg  tltt 
CkriiltMihiimi.  S(6r.,  wiih  Liiiiy'i  note  in  Lti  £pang>tii Synofttfttn,  i.  p, 
91  j,  and  HAinaek't  BXT.  il.  704  f.  Fuflhei  cuo  occui  in  4*=  Ml  j*, 
4"'  =  Lk6",  7"  =  Mi6',  ii"  =  LW  la".  l3»-''  =  Lk  i*'".  3B'=Mi  6".  in  John 
(6"  =  Slra4".  u^^Sir  i").  and  in  I-aoI(A/.  r«  =  Ro  lz".8'=G*lff.  tj'"- 
=  1  Co 6",  l4'  =  Boi4",  i6»=Ro  ii",  j"*'  =  Ro  Ii» '"■.  as»*=i  Ti  1'*). 
Ecclesiulicua  wu  uml  not  only  by  Jeviah  wriien  like  Philo,  the  •alhon 
of  The  T«»tunenl»  of  the  Twelve  P»iii«ith»  and  The  Pulm*  of  Solomon, 
w  well  u  in  Ihe  mbbinie  literature  (ice  Scheehtct,/Q^.,  1891,  68l-7o6),* 
btil  by  Cbiiilian  wnicn  In  the  primiiivo  and  cnrly  chuich,  alike  in  the 
Eul  and  in  the  Wot  (cp.  T.  Andi^'i  Its  <if«fyfhti  de  tinitn  TatamaU, 
190J.  pp.  190-197)  I  Clement  of  Alexandria  commented  on  il  at  an  OT 
KriplUK.  (c]  NeiE  lo  Knuch  ami  SIruh,  no  wriline  of  the  later  JaiUtm 
bad  Mch  a  vogue  within  the  culy  chaich  ai  the  Wiidom  of  Solomon, 
whieh,  rrcit  by  (hoar  who,  like  Oti;;on  and  Aui^dine,  duubted  it*  Solomonic 
•ulhor>h(p,  wal  almort  invariably  (ecnrded  a*  ■  divine  and  piophetlc 
•criptote  t^  Schtirer,  (T/K*  iii.  pjx  jSi  f,].  It  ii  nnked  with  (he 
catholic  opifllta  in  the  Muiaiorlan  Canon, t  which  alto  bears  witnen  to 
the  eaily  (Jerome:  "nonnuUi  tcriptotum  ueletum  hunc  cue  Judra  Phitoni* 
affirmant")  belief  thai  it  wa«  composed  by  Philoi  Ihe  wunb  ("at  amMt 
Salninoni*  b  honoicm  iptitu  Ktipta  ")  arc  prnl«bly  a  mill  tan  tl*t  ion  of  (r4 
fOwi'M.  rroo&  of  ill  uie  and  authority  drift  rishi  acrou  the  caily  ChriMian 
lilerature.  The  earlieU  are  in  Paul  (rp.  Bleeb,  fA',  iSjj,  pp.  340-344, 
and  E.  Grafc'i  t««ay  on  "da*  VerhattniM  d.  pautin.  Schrlfien  lur  Sap'enlia 
SoIomonU,"  in  nA.  pp,  1SI->S6),  whose  ideal  upon  ptedcttinalion,  Ihe 
naraiv  cf  idolalry,  and  houheniKn,  in  Ro  l*''  and  9'"'  etjiecially,  reveal  a 
•litdy  of  (hk  bookt  (cp.  Reach,  rauiimiimm,  pp.  608-^09;  Sandiy  and 
HeadUm'*  "Romaiu,"  ICC.  pp.  51  f..  166  f.),  Ecfaoe*  of  il  are  audiMe 
in  HetiiTW»(l'  =  Sap7~.  3"-  =  S>p  13"-.  4"=S«p  7'^flc.l.  1  Peier(i'= 
Sap  3"  4*  S",  1*3  Sap  3*  etc  ),  and  James,  while  Clement  Romanut  twice 
alludes  lo  pasugea  from  It  (J*  =  Sap  >■■,  a7*3Sap   II"  11'*}.     Beyond  a 


*  For  AIiiba.«cc  GraMi'a  Gittlicitiaui  mxJ /uJimthHm,  pp.  It 91. 

t  The  oonjeciitfc  mttmila  inipiol«14e. 

;  Par  anothei   liletBiy  deri>'BJiun  of  Ro   i*-",  mc  Rendd  llarrit,   73l» 
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phTBW  or  two— t^.  ijf  (»*  rSt  i^i%lj»  iwairjietli  xysttilJt  I»*— there  u 

:  BO  cloi  tnc«  of  Sap  in  the  lynoptic  go»p«li.     Sul  9'  ( j  raii)>ii  rA  vdrrs  tr 

[^W)V  #«v)=:Jn  1'  max  be  a  tcmmiKmcf,  ■>  alwi  H'*'"  =  ]a  1".     W«  may 

ftlto  the  functioiM  of  the  Spirit  Jn  16*  ^^\^^f(n  rtr  tianar  ripl 

r  «■(  njal  AlooimA^  nl  *tpl  ipdriwi)  with  Sap  l*'*  (Jui/mfo^r^  rt 

the  iviteralMn  of  O-ryx"  ax  the  doom  of  the  wicked  tSap  >*  4* 
=  Ja  3**l.  (he  tejxoQf  of  an  unmjr  conKicnce  by  KOu<l"eta  (Sap  ^* 
f^rtT«  iuii*  id  ArYxa*  trniCiT  i/iun',  (iapin  /vrir  4^  ••!  (Ouiriimat  .  .  . 
nI  dXa^tderot  ror/pa  0t4r=Jn  3*  anJ  ;'  also  j"  ^^rwr  ol  'louSatM 
IrMTTtlMi  oirir,  An  ,  .  .  var/pa  fJier  t\4>»  rir  Oitv],  the  cotloolion  of 
dntfa  and  the  deril  (Sap  J''  =  Jn  S"),  the  Inieniiabiliiy  of  heavenly  ihlnRa 
(Jft  j"''  =  S»p9'*  fi  W  ir  aipaJ'tU  rlt  Hix'iatn  ;),  ihe  claim  of  the  riGhteoUS 
to  know  God  (Sap  »"  /TBwWfrai  vciWii'  Ix*"  '"si-Jn  8**  i"),  Ihe 
ntcijr  of  ibe  ri^itcooa  in  God'i  band  (Sip  3'=Jn  lo*'"),  the  knowledge  of 
lb«lnith[Sa|>]*=JnS"),  the  authoiiiyof  evil  mAelMiiin  (6*  =  Jn  19""). 
low  utd  obedience  (Sap  6"  of  wisdom,  Ayiwii  Si  r4^eii  rifiMr  ai^is 
Jn  15*^  ",  14"  =  !  Jo  S*  a^T^imr  4  At^tii  toD  $ttO.  Ira  rdt  frrsXli  afreO 
r^pM^uv),  knai>le<^  of  Cod  equivalent  to  cletnal  life  (tS*i=J«  17'),  and 
knowledge  of  divwe  thing!  a*  an  endowment  of  ihc  Spirit  (o'*'"  =  Jn  16'""). 
BviUt  all  cMtflont  ]ud(a  in  maiivrt  of  iiyle,  fcU  in  the  nervoun  cnerj^  of 
Iko  MtlMr  of  Witdom,  at  well  at  in  (he  depth  of  tome  of  hii  eonceptluna,  a 
cenain  pcemoniiioo  of  Ihe  Fourth  gotpel,  "like  a  nim  nutle  of  the 
qalac,  m  In  time  ti  fully  come."  (^  l^ie  u»e  of  Philo  in  Barnabas  (cp. 
IWoItdi,  Otr  Eim/bui  PkiUi  an/  dii  aliiiti  thrittlitkt  Extgtu,  1908,  pp. 
36C}  it  no(  <)iDie  10  clear  aa  in  Clemeiii  Romanus  and  Joicphiu,*  but  (he 
itBiDBtoeoots  in  Hebrew*  (cp.  ctpccialty  S>t){(iicd'i  Fkile  ivn  Alts,  ah 
A^iltf^dti  AT,  3111.  I  rileiderei,  C^rr.  ii.  ifSf.  ;  vonSoden.  JIC.'iW.  %-6; 
UMgec,  La  TiMtgi*  it  fiflrrt  aux  H/tr,Kx  (1895),  I97f.  :  Kendall, 
T^ttltgr  tf  Nt^rm  Chriitiani,  pp.  s$-6j.  and  Bilchel  in  JA'.,  1906,  571  f.) 
MC  ebviov  I  §.g.  the  aame  use  ol  the  allegorical  method,  the  tame  belief  in 
the  verbal  iMpitailoit  of  the  LXX,  and  (he  wmo  phruaoloQr  abotit  the 
Ixpat  (i^outh  the  oonoeption  b  mtiir»lly  diflerenl).  Brachattcierittloitty 
Phflomc method  (cp  Siegfiied's  mi»,  pp.  179!,)  the  writn  finils a rrligicnis 
lipriCeaDce  ia  ihc  very  ilUnce  of  lh«  CT;  thtu  Ihe  abtcnce  ofany  alliitinn 
to  (be  paiceti  of  HelehiKdek  |7*|  it  at  prcgnaoi  to  him  as  ihe  simiUt  Uck 
of  aaj  fefctence  In  Sanh'a  motlier  It  (4  the  Alriandrian  lliinker  [jm't 
nwal  £w.  Jmr.  I> ;  dt  ttrisla/*,  14),  and  Ihe  dile*  of  Melchitedek  i,iija£n.t 
Mllgton  UMla  10  him  no  1«*»  ihan  to  Thilo  (//;.  alUg.  iiL  aj)  and  10 
JeMpha  (Aff.  /■/.  vi.  10,  A11.  i.  10.  3).  The  quotation  in  IJ*  occurs 
only,  b  thb  Cmbi,  In  <U  Cm/.  Liitf.  3) :  and  there  are  verbal  echnci,  i.,(.,  in 
3'  {mdi  Sfmmiii,  1.  38,  1  f^  >*  lUyat  o(ixi'p»"'l).  3*  (  =  '"''  /'"'ajuf.  16  aJ 
^(■i)_  3*  (sjqf.  a/J^-  IiL  81,  UiMfi  |u>f»Tiip«it(uf#t  <lri  tatl  vu-rjf  it 
IXy*y«£rv),  ^(=itcSMHiui>,  ii.  ij,  A  rofklv  irfiiffiii  tn»9t*),  i'l^Ji  agrit. 


•Cp.  Kantadt,  ACL.  i.  l.  8j9f.  i  Wiodiich.  l>it  Frimmisttft  PkHu  hW 
tk**  B^i^fwig fur  dm  CArinentum  ttgog),  ppu  96-135. 
t  Ob  ihe  mntfetenee  of  ihe  Pbilonic  Lxtgospiedicatea  to  Chiot,  lee  Aal't 

lift  Ut»:  "■  pp.  j»*. 


PROLEGOMENA 


31,  Mpat  »fn»i  rwTTiploj  ytr6ittrei),  j''*'  {^Itg.  *B*g.  Hi,  z%\  *nd  \tf 
ird^qirii  knafntUr  l=dt  ploMl.  15,  dt  vU.  Mfi.  iii.  lO).  The  allegorickl 
■nelhod  of  imcrpreuu'oit  (cp.  llDlitmunn  in  AXW.,  190a.  341  f.,  and 
Ixipoldt,  (7A'.  i.  pp.  zof.)  which  Ttcrircd  ■  poweiful  impctui  kom  the 
Akxindriui  Judkitin,  preiupposed  «  krcn  appmiaiiun  of  (he  leltrr  of  the 
ancient  Seripiuie*,  whieh  «ai  not  confined  to  Hebrew!  j  cp.  t/.  the 
higgndic  snd  ijcnuincly  Phllonic  louchn  in  the  ho^^pida  of  1  Co  lo'"". 
1  Co  J*"*,  G*t  j"**.  Ihc  pceame  of  the  linfiuUf  in  Gal  j"-  ■•  (c|>.  Ro  4'"-  '"■ 
^  in  the  Philonlc  tpiril  of  alinching  lignilicance  to  numben,  and  »  (am(e 
like  I  Co  9*""  (ep.  Philo,  A  t-ur.  tffer.  1,  06  74^  ir^p  TiS*  dAi^r  4  v^l^r. 
iXV  liwip  rSir  mP*  ioI  ^iYw  txi'Tvr).  Room  mint  be  left,  howeTCt,  for 
the  pouitiilily  Ihal  in  Itebrewt,  u  even  in  Paul,  Ihii  allegorical  method  of 
tr«aiing  the  OT  may  have  been  due  u  mnch  lo  the  well-known  predileciiont 
orcnnteaipotsty  Stoicinu  as  to  rhiloniim  01  rablnaiim.  [el  Th«  pouiblllly 
that  Jofcphus  hu  been  uied  by  Mme  NT  writers  it  ndw)  in  cann««lian  with 
3  fVicr,  the  Faunh  eospel.  and  Luke,  (i.)  In  the  preface  to  Ihe  AmltftiUitt 
(S  4}  he  obietvn  thai  Motes  cnniidercd  it  of  primafy  imporiiince  6(01!  ^iSvtt 
ia,Tara^iai  [1  P  ■■)  In  older  lo  promote  Ihe  rittuc  of  hit  rci'lert  |rti  d^*r(i 
\iiar.  cp.  I  P  I'J.  While  Other  legisUion  foIloH-ed  mythi  \tM  pMni 
HoMtKoi/iifrann  s  3  F  I  **  ofi  i±ifiHt  4iax»\tii9^earTtt),  Moi^et  held  that  God 
pOMMlcd  perfect  virtue  [ttir  iftrlfr  (x»""  rir  Stit  =  a  P  i'),  so  Ihal  the 
Pentaleudi  contiint  nothing  rpti  rli>  |>I■ya^(liT1|ra  roD  dtoC  irifuarrtr 
1=  1  F  ■").  SimiUily  in  ihe  Istt  addrest  of  Moms  fi>.  8.  1),  beiides 
Iwlated  cipieuioru  and  phraiea  like  r«i44t  (=1  P  1"  t«b«I<),  itriHiirr 
(=  J  P  l"),  »ii»iiuw"  T^  rafiirTur  (o  i  P  i"|,  ttai^tia  (=1  P  l'  3"), 
raraft^riffs  3  P  l'"},  and  mruraj  (=  I  P  (•),  Motel  tirclAtn  J(i  A*  T*0 
/^  lTiX»<;>  ( =  3  P  t")  .  .  .  e6tU\\al=  1  P  l")^oq04i  tuU  letegat  .  .  . 
lUstar  ^m'A^i1'  (=3  P  i"  Jfiaisi  Jt  ^v^ai).  wuoi  them  agatntl  Ae 
abiu«  of  Aivfftpla  (I  P  1"),  and  uk«  ffsjai  and  dr^«Kii  and  fitflda 
cloM  logeiher  (cp.  t  V  l'^"'"i.  Compare  funher  (MXwroi  with  Awir 
(I  P  i").  Bill.  /uJ.  vii.  8.  7  wiih  i  P  1  '"•.  li.  9.  i  wiih  X^if'  ^"^  (»  P  1*). 
iii.  9.  J  {nXiaint  rat  Jayirew  ■ora^poraCtrei  =  »  P  a"),  ff>i/tf.  iv.  6.  7-* 
with  1  P  1*  3",  and  si.  6.  11  (•!>  naX.^  vonttfeTt^i^rpa^x^rm)  wiih  >  P  1'* 
[^  ta\£it  vdHrrt  wfiMlxtTit) :  while  3  P  j"*  explicitly  alludet  to  the  Jewiifa 
legend  fcp.  Ailif.  i.  3.  3;  Bouavl  In  XNtV.,  1903.  45)  that  Adam  predicled 
ihe  twofold  doliuclion  of  the  world  by  the  dclufe  and  by  lire.  Funher 
linguistic  proofi  ai«  Ird  by  Krcnkel  {Jntfitt  u.  Likhi,  pp.  J4H.)  and 
Dr.  K.  A.  AbboR  (/>/-'  li*-  49-6j.  />iat.  Ilt6  f.),  and  rcJtcUd  by 
Witlieid  [Strnthm  t^lijfrrijit  Kfpiea;  iSSi,  pp.  45  f.,  1S8],  pp.  390(.), 
Salmon  {/jVr.  497  f.K  Chav:  IDS.  iii.  S14),  iUhn  (/AT.  ii.  191),  and 
Mayor  (/•>•&  !>'■■'  '  Ptitr,  pp.  ciivii-cxax).  Fanar  (£j/.'  >1L  401-433, 
Ezp^  liiu  jS^^q),  who  Kcogniwi  a  literary  conneiion,  inclinn  lo  place  Ihe 
dependmn  on  iho  tida  of  Jowphut.  Tlie  OMuitcncc  in  Joaephut  of  uvenJ 
nomnil  woidi  and  phiatet  which  *i«  cbarKteiislic  of  3  P«t«(  would  imi  o/ 
iudf  be  decisive,  ai  lome  alto  occur  in  Philo  and  elsewhere.  Even  Ihe 
comirif^i  UH  of  midrailiic  icaJltioni  docs  not  imrolve  litcrat;  filiation.     Bui 


\ 


*  Of  tbe  tinccn  Mipenl'i  efiect  oo  the  beholdert  (rwli  tfiado^/teit,  cp. 
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■  amWt  <4  IIk  colncidcncet  of  Uneunge  and  Uyh  occui  nol  only  (n  )h(r 
csapH*  of  two  tboti  paiigraptu  of  Joaephui,  bui  in  a  t«[ucnce  xnd 
OMMcUoa  wUcb  I*  nol  diutmllu :  and,  even  xttrt  >IIowiincF  It  in*d«  f'w 
ibe  <ir(deipn*d  tue  of  theioHcnl  commcAplBca,  thcte  ooincidenecs  am 
ksnfljr  b*  diuuMtd  u  fortuitoui.  Tbtii  wtight  Idli  in  la*oar  o(  Ihe 
hTpotbou  ihu  the  uithoi  of  i  Pcler  ms  fitnilllki  with  JcMf)hui,^4ti 
■faeooe  •hicb  a  the  mute  pluunble  u  in  uif  cue  Ihc  epiitJc  belong)  \a 
lb*  MQOod  ocAtnry.  (li.)  One  indiciiion  <i(  ihc  cunnccliun  b«lwrai  JoKphus 
ttd  the  Founh  gosptl  ocrun  in  Jn  4  (cf.  K<«Dk«l,  4;^.  i-tV.  347 f.).  Jowphai 
IWn/.  n.  11.  I,  developinii  Ei  1")  dFKribn  Mo«ci  «i  uriving  at  •  dly, 
n#t«#(li  /tI  rtMt  ^fWaroi  /(  roS  (Aaov  loJ  t^  raXaiirv^lai  ilp4iui,  fi'timfifiot 
it^V,  »t  "iff^  r^i  v&iu^.  nte*  in  Ihe  untoediatc  context  Ihe  leim  tpl/iiian 
(Jo  4*^  aad  (<fi«<^  it.  15.  3)  tmplo}-*  itic  phiue  liwi  t$i  jJaiTSf>(ai  niorw^- 
•■•(cp.  Jb  4*  («(Mr>a«^  <■  rfi  iSmv^tla)).  Cf..  further,  Joi.  AhI.  aii.  t-IO 
■ndkuL  }.  4  with  Jo  4*.  The  rati  lone  of  the  iluciuiion  in  ll'"'  alioannren 
10  tht  Inulilion  ptetrrrcd  by  Jowpliiu  \B.  /.  >1.  8.  14),  that  "  the  beharioor  cf 
ibc  S«dioeeea  to  ooe  koothet  b  nthct  nidc,  uid  theii  Iniereoune  with  Iheii 
own  panjr  ii  ai  bni*iuc  ai  if  Ihoy  weie  Iklhing  lo  itnngen"  [  and  in  Amiij. 
uu  I4.  3  {ct  Jn  4").  Joarphui  nol  onlj  cuplaln*  thai  ncfa  of  Ihe  five  nattcnt 
<f  1  K  17**  «hoKtik4  b  Samaria  braughi  ■  god  of  ila  own  (liurw  mr* 
t  Diav  tti*  <{|ri|r  Zafi^piiar  nfilvomt,  v^rr<  I'  ))inii>  (tX.),  bul  Ihal  ihey 
I  the  tlfbt  of  a  Jew  to  expect  any  biNtur  si  Itieir  handl  ( =Jn  4*].  The 
wofdiaf  4**lMi«caJt  AM.  liL  l.  j  (the  Jeniutenilrt  li  ra/  ajnii  Upii 
AfiiV  ibw  Xnirmr  .  .  .  rAr  W  Zo^piirwr  i/i  ri  I'apiff Ir  E|Mi  nXciVrkw) 
Md  dB.  }.  4  (the  quarrel  of  the  Ateundrian  Jca?  with  ihe  Satnaittiini «( ri 
*»  r«^f»lf  Sfn  Tf^tttiraiv  It,>jr  •InSa^iqJ'v  nrX.).  Tb«  coioddence  between 
icP*  uid  J«».  B.  J.  L  31.  10,  wheie  the  Mre«t  of  Anticch  in  Syria  i* 
deamlKd  ■*  eq-rapped  «pi«  rdi  rfir  ftrJr  dro^i-yAi  Jeivif*"  "«»•  ii  of  no 
■purl  I  no.  though  Kicjcnbflhl  (ii.  498  f. )  makei  use  of  ii  u  a  local  touch  to 
fra««  U*  theocy  ihal  Ihe  (oipel  wai  oompoted  by  Mcnander  of  Aotioch  ; 
the  Hoe  May  be  aaid,  t^g.,  of  i^  =  Aiit.  iii.  J.  4  ('be  hiyh  piirtt'i  robe 
tit  tt  >Mw  rcfcTfiwidruv  .  .  .  ^^Di  8'  fv  inifitiin  iifiaeiUriiw  ictX.)' 
(uL)  It  ii  in  leluico  lo  the  I.ai:Bn  wiitin{^,  huncvei,  thai  Ihe  problem 
tM  been  Boat  kcmly  agiutcd  {61a  by  J.  8.  Ott.  Sf^tikgium  uu 
tMOTfta  ti  t'latvc  Jttifif  la./  A'T.  illtiitratuium,  1741,  aad  J.  T.  Krebb«, 
OJMfiftViiw  M  HT.  t  Flavu  Jtufie.  17$$).  Apiut  from  rearm  blancei  in 
voc^biltty  tad  aiyte,  which  are  not  of  piinury  aigotficanoe,  one  or  two 
•(  llw  rtUOMDU  commao  to  both  ue  wxaih  noticing.  Lake,  t^.  dalei 
tbe  opening  of  Jobn'a  misainn  (3'*')  ia  A.D.  3801*9(7  Aworloi'  r^ 
'i^iXlp4<  rfTfoan«S"M  •  bol  ai  Lyunlat  had  been  executed  in  36  •.c,  the 
afcrinaliif  1  are  lo  poatuLate  the  cniience  of  ionic  joungtr  Lynniat  (so,  t,g., 
SdMrcr,  HJP.  L  3.  33J  f.,  aftn  WicMler'a  firilragt  iwr  IVun/igwug  d. 
Zwmgiint,  1869,  194C,  and  S.  Davidton,  INT.  i.  3i4r.).  or  toainime  a 
dwMolofical  ioaocuncy  on  the  part  of  LuVe.  Id  Ihe  latter  cxw,  the  enor 
■agp  be  nplslevd  ftooi  the  bet  that  ihc  territory  of  Lyunim  reiajntd  hU 
n^M  cm  aflei  lili  death  (to,  t.g.,  Wcllhauwn) :  or  (tuni  Jinephiu,  who  in 
Am.  XL  7.  13S,  irUia  that  in  a.D.  53,  Aciippa  11.  acciuiied  among  othet 
laritorica  (inditding  Tnchonitii]  Abita,  A<«ar(aii  1'  aCri)  fyryArn  irfmr;^^^ 
A»  ta  LD.  37  it  bad  been  given  to  Agrippa  1.  {AiU.  sriii.  6.  toX  t^  tbcoiy 
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M  that  Luke  [whoM  langiinge  rriinihlei  jfurZ.  xriii.  4.  6]  icfenwd  from 
Joiephui  thai  il  wit  ihe  Itlriich]'  of  L)nniu  uhen  John  lh«  li*pllM  came 
foiWAtd.  ApAit  ftoo<  ionic  luch  hj-pulbnii,  i(  »  difhcult  to  ■ccoiuH  for  the 
niFiiiion  of  Lywniu  ini!  Aljllrne  at  all  lo  thi«  cotmrciinn.  The  pauage  in 
Jotepbiu,  oa  the  oihet  hand.  cxpUini  JU  collocalion  with  TrmchoniiU  and 
ilw  the  anadironiBin  about  Lyuniai.  Bo  Keim,  ii.  384  f.,  Krenkel  (faupkitt 
u.  Uuai,  tt>94.9;-9S).SchmIe(]et(J?/Ii'.  2840-3R44I,  Burllit  \C9tptl  Hiitfy 
and  ilt  T'OHimiision,  pp.  looD,  and  Hnttimuin  (//C  I.  pi  335:  "i/n 
3.  Ev^IiR  lich  rini|;erTiiBiLMrn  im  Jotephut  umgrtehen  hmbe.  ohnc  >bcr  tin 
Stanile  ucwnen  lu  um,  lui  den  tahlloiicn  Ni>i>ien  dci  writtkuli|:cn  Schtiflen 
dcuclben  ein  klatci  Slid  von  dei  poliiischen  Lage  Pallutmu  tut  Zdi  Jew 
lu  eewinrien  ").  Tbecc  may  have  bcrn  anolbci  Lj-aaiiiat.  bui  hii  eiJiIcnoe  U 
at  IjcU  conjcclufal,  and  Joiephiu  cerlainlir  knew  nolhinji  of  him.  In  Ac  J*"- 
■coin,  Luke  makes  Gamaliel  ipeak  thut  to  the  council ;  in  daji  gfnt  ty 

taX  rdvrti  ten  HnSerrn  a^y  Ji(\iitfii«sr  .  .  .  furii  rgCrw  dMeTi)'l«i)Jlai  i 
ra^iXojDi  ir  nit  tiiiijMii  rqt  i-wtrjiai^Stt  ■«!  dv/irr^ir  Xair  Initu  a^ov. 
The  [mrillel  patuti^rt  in  Joti-pliutMu/.  ix.  5.  I :  Wlirn  Fadu>  wai  procutatot 

□fjuditu.  a  chulatin  turned  Od-jAi  e<fl>fi  Tit  rX<rirT»  Ax^B' •  ■  '  ■'P^M^^ 
•ftp  t\ryr»  rlrai.  Fadui,  hoo-evet,  diipilchcd  a  sqiudrcn  of  canlry  l^rit 
,  .  .  vnXXadt  .  .  .  driiAc ;  and  jinf.  11.  5.  t,  rpit  'di/rni  M  rol  eJ  vai'Jttt 
'Ioi4a  reO  roXtXalev  ir^x^'^'  ^"^  '^  ^^*  ''^  'Pwi'ur  diivT^aarTM 
Kiifuriev  rfit  'letJalsi  rifiqro'orrof)  leave  little  leaionable  doubt  that  both 
atuiic*  lelate  10  the  uinie  Thcudai.  and,  nnlcM  recounc  it  hnit  to  Ihe  d«- 
pctate  cipedienl  of  conjcciuring  ihit  the  name  in  JoKphu  (Blau)  or  in 
Act*  (B.  Wciu)  U  a  bier  inlcrpolalion,  it  is  highly  probable  that  Luke'a 
acqualnlnncc  with  ihc  pmage  in  JoKphut  led  him  Ui  inenimn  Theudas  and 
Jndu  loQKlr  in  on  order  which  U  not  only  inverted  but  out  of  keeping  with 
the  Mtuadon,  tince  the  revolt  of  Thcudai  did  not  lake  place  till  abool  at  leaA 
ten  ytui  after  Gamiliet  i>  luppoied  lo  have  ipoken.  The  ordef  in  Jowphu* 
U  natural  l  Luke's  is  an  inaccurate  reflection  of  it,*  u  even  the  phraicolo{j> 
"■Rgeila,  fur  ihr  eoliiddencet  are  loo  remarkable  to  be  acciilenUl  in  thit  CMC. 
"  Nun  bdic  odducimut  ut  ciuui  uibuamuj  Thcudie  Judciiue  apud  slrumqiie 
■criptoiem  junclaniciimnioiiioi*ti<incni "  (lllius],  Why  Luke  remembered  Ilia 
otdm  uwl  tome  of  ihr  pliiawi  and  yd  siiributed  lo  Judnt  itic  (alt  iif  hit  lona, 
itc  eiB  no  longer  explain  i  but  thii  difhculiy  duei  noi  inmlitUie  the  hyjioltieiiB. 
A  ^ird  Lucan  inatancc  ho*  been  found  in  Ac  11^"-  =  Amt.  (x.  5.  a. 
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'So  Krenkel  (<r^.  dl.  pp.  ■63-i;4),  Schmledel  (A'A/.  $M9-S0lAi-  "id 
Botkill  {Gcifti  Hiiifty  ond  ill  7 raHtmiitit-m,  lo9f.l.  briidei  Wendt  and 
H.  J.  lluliiiiwiin  111  ilicit  ediiiunt  of  Ada  (cp.  Soratag,  ^A'.,  iSj7, 6ai-6ja). 
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■  vcftial  mrmbUnm  hen.  howcvrr,  tire  not  lignifirant.  DaKliptiam  of 
kioinc  relid.  M«r  irrali,  tnuii  empliiy  uimlat  Uni^uner.  Bat  Cfllwbnncr 
cue  ofd^icnikiitt  be  granted,  UieicHBlikclihcxxl  thai  LukealM  prcscrvcim 
lU»  ttoijr  another  rnninitcincc  <•(  hit  yoiniKn  conmmpotaty.  Ollirt  pinllelB 
OKW,  *.£.,  In  (he  account  of  the  diwppMfUlce  of  Mo*c«  In  i  rIiiuiJ  (^h/.  iv, 
i.  38)=  Ac  I*-,  th*  ptologde  Lk  !'-•=  Mfui.  i.  to,  Lk a"-"=  IV/a  j,  Lk  19"* 
=  B.  J.  vii.  s  (Tilu  hcmoaninc  ihe  f■lc<^(  Jcitiwlrm),  he  i<^"s^iit.  n.9 
(MoMniet't  THion),  Ac  at^  =  8.  J.  n.  16  (Af-iippt'i  speech  10  the  Jcwi), 
Tbe  whole  qauiioo  it  argued,  in  bvour  of  I.uke'i  dependence,  by  Ketm 
\AMt  4»m  tMiruUittum,  1S78,  i.  t-31),  Kienkcl,  lloltinunn  (//fT.,  187], 
SiL.  1S77,  $3Sf..  iSSo^  111  10.  JUnsit  {Qittlltn  A  Afxfuiniu,  loi  f.), 
SchnioW (u  abote),  Ctemea {SK.,  189$.  33S 't  ■>«>  VU  Af^UflgiukiihU, 
1905,  ^  15-31),  and  ButkitI !  we,  fatihei,  Couel  in  Fnnigkily  Knifw 
tlS77X  4SS-S09.  )u>i)  5^.  60s  ^-  The  opposilc  poiiiiun  u  held  by  SchUret 
iZtVT..  1876,  S74t|,  Cloel  {Pit  jti«£!tt  fCriiit  <L  CnlaUrMifii,  6«f,), 
Bcliet<713-.  1895.634/..  1896, 1-781. Bl«i»(.SA'.,  i896.4S9f-).R™«'r (»'-* 
Cintr  A*nt  M  BnhUktmt  1S9S,  pp.  ajaf.),  J.  A.  CtoM  {£7*.  xi.  S38- 
S40>,Zal)fi(/A'7.  |6i),  Jaoquierf/AT.  lij.  101-108).  and  Stanton  ((7tf/>.  il. 
i6]t).  The  but-iMKed  ittclinet  lo  admit  the  cue  for  a  knowledge  of  the 
Jimih  War  (I73-S74).  (/)  That  a  pieChiiMbn  Apoca)yp*e  of  Elijah 
(^ScbSNr'af^K'iii.  167!.  1  Hunock,  ,ICZ.  1.833 f.  I  Ropes.  J^r^Af /(fw 
ppk  l^V\  wai  quoted  in  1  Co  a*  and  Eph  s",  hu  been  known  lince  Origen't 
(in  Marti.  17*,  "  tn  oullci  r^ului  libco  hoc  poulum  inucnitui.  niii  \a  Sceirlia 
Elia  ptophcts")  atluiign  10  the  forniei  paaaage  (cp.  Jerome  oti  It  64*  and 
f/f.  ST*}  and  the  rcnuik  Af  Epiplianiut  {Id^.  41,  p.  4;^],  rMrr  rv  drt^rdXy 
H*  M  aai  \tyt\'  dXXA  4t1  r^i  vaKaidi  SflXoi  Sialf^'iri .'  rvlVa  Ji  /fi^pwrat 
t^fA  ry  'BMf )  on  the  lalitr,  foi  in  1  Co  1*  Paul  it  not  lootely  citing  li  £4* 
(6s>*)(cl  Votlnei'*  Attrtii.  Citati  ttt  /bn/tu,  44-4S,  and  X7'A.  4*-44>.  and  it 
b  impoMiUe  (c£  ACl.  u.  I.  571-571)  to  *uppose  with  Zohn  (CA*.  ii.  8oi  f.) 
Ihet  the  patiislic  lefciencM  are  to  •  iccond  century  writing  which  ««■ 
bbriotol  'n  onler  to  clcai  op  the  ambiguoui  I^ulinc  quolatlcint.  It  Is  this 
apocalypse,  and  not  I  Co  a*,  which  i>  fuilher  (luoled  in  Aif.  ha.  11**,  Clem. 
Rom.  54*  and  Cka.  Akx  Ptttttfit.  l  94.  A  f««li  fragment  has  been 
dtaooveitd  recently  by  de  Biuyne  {Krvui  Biniitulin*,  1908,  pp.  I49f.) 
Mbedded  in  an  apocryphal  epixle  of  Tilus  (eighth  cent.  MS).  The 
ftafment  IxcIim  at  (olkows:  "Drnlijue  tcMatur  prophets  Hells*  sldiue. 
CMtBdil,  inqnil,  mihJ  anselui  domini  conualkm  sliain  quz  uoaiui  gchenna, 
sideoMfiw  nipbotc  ct  bilcmhic ;  et  io  tllo  luco  tuni  muttir  sniima  peccatomoi 
(tlaKlW  tU  oudaiuui  dluenli  (ormetilis "  (whctcupon  follows  a  Danteti|iia 
dgotprioo  <A  the  fiMUie  panithmems  aitigned  to  variuui  claisei  of  linnen, 
on  the  sencr»l  liiM*  of  the  Apocalypse  of  Peter).  It  is  impns^ble  to 
dMcnaiac  whether  Paul  (In  I  Co  af )  regarded  this  apooalypK  ai  yp«^.  or 
vm^  quoted  hs  languace  as  that  of  a  currcttt  tellglou*  wriiini;.  ot  cited  it  as 
anoMtoal  by  as  cnor  of  memory.  The  occanence  of  a  cognate  eiiiiilun  in 
the  Latin  (and  Slaronic)  (enions  of  Ah.  h«.  It**  expkiiu  Jcionie's 
MateaMW  thai  the  "  tMirnonium"  u[  t  Co  ^  was  contained  in  the  Autatta 
/ms«  a*  well  ai  io  the  Afttmlj^li  EHm.  (f)  Eph  5'*  hu  been  variously 
itfared  to  an  apocryphon  of  Jcremhh  (Rullulius),  to  an  apocryphal  book 
diad  ■(udverlenlly  as  y^o^  (Ucyet),  to  a  puapliiase  of  Is  6o>-  "  *,  »i  ij  a 
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Chfuliui  hjiaa.  The  lut  hjrpMheiU  (suggnlrd  bjp  Thcudoret,  »nd  adtwated, 
i.f.,  by  Bleed  bikI  Stori)  i*  plaukitik,  on  Ilic  wiiic  of  lh«  ihjthmical  ttrae- 
luct  uf  ihe  line*.  But  i  Xfiarii  (  ■>  ihe  mcHlah}  would  not  be  improbuble 
in  >  Jeiriih  viiiing,  and,  even  if  ii  wcte,  il  might  be  oonjeclured  Ihil  the 
wrilei  of  Kphrtiani  tubiililuled  il  for  Ihe  i  B161  af  ihe  cnij;in>l  (tlunick). 
(il)  llennu(l?r.  u.  3.  4]  quotes  (he  book  of  Eldiid  *Dtl  Modiul  (/yti'v  KH^wt 
T«it  /rifT^^o^voii,  tit  Tfrparxu  tr  ry  'EXilS  lal  MuJdr,  r«ii  rpg#i|T>it- 
tfwrir  A>  rg  icflfii  r^  Xa{i),  >nd  ihe  trfie^tiruAr  Xdyoi  cilcd  in  3  Clcoi.  1 1*^ 
(Cleoi.  Rora.  ij'J  t>  pioliiLbly  from  Ihenme  Muice  (■»,<,/.,  Lightfooc,  Spiiu, 
Holumtnn),  perhipa  aJao  the  7pa#4  leproduced  In  Ju  4*^.  To  ihew  have 
been  added,  though  on  piccanous  gioundt,  the  citatiooi  in  Clem.  Rom.  ^ff 
I'^ltypawTOi  yif  itt}t\ia$t  roil  iylmi,  Sri  •)  ii«\\i£>>ifrM  aOroTi  iyiaaS^errvt) 
and  I7'(<al  rdAir  [Mi7te«)  Urii.  'Btw  U  iI/u  drjiii  d*i  ii/ffMi,  cp.  jBt4'*), 
the  luter  of  which  llilgenlcld  ptefm  to  usign  to  ihe  loit  concluiion  of  Ihe 
Aammflit  Mnit.  It  w«  a  book  of  400  vrlxii,  which  Nircphoiui  ranked 
with  Enoch,  etc.,  Bmon£  the  iwixfv^ot  the OT.  Aoccidinjc  lo rthblnia 
tradition  (reproduced  in  the  Palestinian  Tugumx],  Eldad  and  Modad 
(Nu  il**"")  were  humble  men  who  leceived  a  £'"><«'  meaaure  of  xf*^ 
directly  from  God  than  the  Kvenly  elden ;  iheir  prophctie  ph  wu  note 
laitinj  and  br-reaching  (it  foiexaw  ihe  attack  of  Gog  and  Magog),  um), 
unlike  the  tevcniy,  they  rtacheil  ilie  pinmited  land.  If  IhU  tradition  repre- 
tent*  the  ipirit  of  the  midnuhic  piophecy  in  qucttlon.  the  contetiu  of  the 
latter  nwj  be  taken  to  tally  with  Ihe  above  cilaliont  in  the  early  ChiiUinn 
liletaiure,  a*  Spina  arguu  {Uit.  li.  iai-113  ;  ler,  furihei,  Weinel,  M.VA.  1. 
108  f..  n%  and  M.  R.  James,  TS.  ii.  3.  174  f.)-  ('1  The  eorlieil  quotation 
from  Tobil  is  in  1  Clem.  16*  where  tl**  is  reproduced,  though  even  clotger 
cjtaliunt  occur  In  Polykarp,  «i  Phil,  10*  (=To4"  11')  and  Did  I*  sTo 
4"),  OriEen  and  Clement  of  Aleiuidiia  quote  it  mote  than  once  by  name 
as  ffa^.  [l«  pieMiice  in  [he  Greek  Uible  helped  10  populariie  It,  locether 
with  other  wiliingi  of  this  clus,  such  u  Judith  (littt  referred  to  In  euly 
CbriittMi  literature  fay  Gem.  Rom.  jj),  among  Ihe  early  CliriMians,  Catholic 
and  GnMlic  alike,  ihous'i  the  Palr«ilniiin  Jew«  appear  to  hare  excluded  it 
from  their  Cacion  in  the  tocond  centiii;  (Origen,  aJ  Afrit,  ij:  'E^paiH  ry 

{/)  I  MaccabcH  was  e*idenlty  in  the  library  of  the  author  of  tlcbtem,  u 
U  plain  from  •  pasuge  like  He  ii^'-  ;  cp.  t.g.  **=]  Mac  8**,  "  (dUM 
ti  trvMrariitrtrar  rr\.l  =  6'»-"  {ixt  t4  t(1,.»iu-iw)  and  6"  J*  »,  "sy"-", 
"ssj"  6"  lo",  also  iei»'  =  j  Mae  6",  ti'-»  Mae  6'*.  13"=*  Mac  lo** 
etc.  It  was  also  known  lo  Hermai  ( fis.  i-  3.  4,  A/anJ.  xii,  4.  1).  U)  Th« 
Ammftie  Jtfeiii  haa  not  only  piescrvcd  the  Irgend  inriilioned  in  Jude  *, 
but  Mpplied  tome  of  the  phraics  in  v."  of  thai  epiitle  (ep.  5*  trunt  iltix 
temponbus  miianlea  peisonK.  7*  qugeralosi,  7*  et  maDus  eorum  et  mentes  Iid- 
nunda  tractanlrt  tt  oi  corum  Imjuctur  ineenlia) ;  for  other  coincidence^ 
cp>  *•£•  17  =  1  Co  11".  (/)  The  unoeitainty  allachlng  to  Ihe  due  and  origin 
irf  the  Aia#4^  'I^  rcfiilen  any  inferences  from  its  ose  in  or  of  the  NT 
ptoblcmaiical.  Ttw  probabililioi,  hi>wever,  farcnii  a  pre'Cliristiiui  period  for 
laea«Dpo>ition(w,/./..  Kohler  in  Stmilii  StuJui  in  kfUHr  ^ KtJtiit,  1897, 
3&4-3^,  and  Spilt*,  Un.  Ui.  a.  141-106),  with  echoes  In  the  epistle  of 
Jama,  «./■.  l"aTe*t.  Job  4,  l*-'*aTe»l.  Job  33-33,  4ii  l^aTesl.  Job  33, 
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I  m^  alrtC  A-  rv  alurl  ftnr  r«C  InpoMJATou),  s<>Te}t.  )ob  43,  5*  = 
T«L  Job  11  (/fi)4n|t  it  l>0piinr«  r^Mcrioiuir  ral  irajiirvr  etv  rlit  ^itttir' 
*iA)«y  ft(«<i  Ao^b*  lal  Bi>(  fwr  fxtflFAi  (U''<'">v  iweiuirai),  j"  =  Tm.  job 
I  ud  s6  (tlio*),  will  S'^i^TcM.  Job  16,  14  (tal  f^nXXar  a^Tat)  rtK).  The 
tiidwcc  fix  the  bn  of  this  miiliuh  elsrwhcte  in  Iho  NT  it  slight.  The  mosl 
MtfdRB  ColKidencta  pethapt  ue  Lk  i^=Te(t.  }ob  40,  Apoc  i'°  (yJrav  nirrit 
flC^fc«dr«v,  lol  Jil«w#M  rir  aWffuPu  r^i  {W^I^TctL  Jab  4-$  (when,  (O 
Ihc  sn^l'i  proniiM  of  ■  vW^orot  foi  tin  enilurancc,  Job  replies  :  ixf  0<v4m> 
tftftthu  mtiUjifj  iliiiiii'liii).  Apoc  7>'*=TeiL  Job  5  (JobKiIcd  by  theariKcl 
bcfate  ittc  dcril  ■iiarli&  him),  the  occutienoe  of  diuX^wi  u  final  (Ac  18"  ^ 
ToL  Job45),  otra^d^vraviruploif  iiiTnt.  Joh  37 ,  iml  of  ri /mvp^ia  io Tcil. 
Job  36,  3S(=Eph  I'ete.},  Tcii.  Job  37  (SaiBn  uyi,  fyuj  JJ  (W  n'''l>a)  = 
Epb  A"*,  Tal.  Job48{i«l  irl\tprr  t\\i)r  tapliar,  firtntri  rd  n^t  T^'  #pi>rfu)  = 
Col  j*.  Tett.  Job  37  {wliMe  Job  conrrttei  hi*  hope  i*  not  In  tichct  but 
twlnfttiitii  fiim)aiTi  6"  j  the  analogy  between  the  lynoptie  tcmptaiion- 
■uialiTct  (knil  the  vlail  of  the  nuK<)  ""^  ibe  oldei  midruli  it  nalnrally  cUqe 
Uievetil  pointl,  and  there  ue  occaiional  veibal  identitiei  which  are  tnore 
tban  fattnitous  {t^.  Jo  j'*=TM.  Job  38.  Jn  ij"  =  Tnl.  Job  7.  9  'Mrt 
n<^«*,  cp.  conteit).  (n)  Tlie  putt-exilic  book  fioni  which  the  quoiation  in 
Lk  II**  (nl  4  Zo^o  rod  $t<iO  ftew  nrX,)  ii  liken  (ep.  7".  Sap  7"  etc.) 
hw  not  funivol.  Thai  the  woiils  are  ori|{inBl]y  a  cilalion,  and  doI  lotant 
{fa  rcccntir  Crllt,  VtltntKiiaixttt  uitr  J.  EntUtAtimtd.  vitrttn  Evangtiiumt, 
179  C)  lo  leprcseoi  Jam  ipsking  of  himsftf  is  the  Wisdcm  of  God,  b  %m\f 
ptaia  boa  »,"*  whete  «(,  W>u  iVi*,  /■(v^*V"™'  "^'  take  up  the  bfcfoJng 
'■fW'V-  tjiLe,  in  putting  ihe  wotdt  inio  ihe  moulh  ofjciiu,  has  altered  the 
ni^Dal  ta^tbx  toi  ipom'"'''  4^'  ij")  'nlu  i'wrUvuf,  but  the  backgrouni] 
of  a  Wiuloni^ycle  (lUeon,  DCG.  ii.  8:7  (.)  i>  uiti  viiible,  and  the  ijuouiion 
probAbtj  came  fiom  aooie  Jewiih  writing  of  (he  WiidoU'Eioup  which  ii  no 
lMgficstant(>o,r^.  Ewald,  BIctk,  Paulus,  Weiuickcr,  Plleiileter.  Schollco. 
J.  Wefa*).  (n)  The  vM  quoltd  In  Jn  7"|4  Tiffrif^wr  ti\  i^ii,  ttSin  ttwn  4 
tt^^i,  rtvttialiM rii xaMai oirvO fitivei/ftp  iiJaivifdvrai) cannot  beeiplained 
Hialactorily  Iram  tny  of  the  OT  pualleli  or  i abbinic  (rKdiiioA*,  and  probably 
mm  Aairtd  fram  an  apocryphal  soatce  no  longer  eilani  (m,  /.;.,  Whinon, 
ScmWt,  WcialckcT,  Ewald).  A.  J.  Cdmunclt  {BudJiisi  Tiili  ^itHJ  ai 
Scriftmrr  bf  tht  C-np*t  of  John,  \<fA,  pp.  9  f.)  (imli  the  oiii^nal  In  the 
Tfc»1iBiiil  Poiiiambliidl,  i.  5J  ("  What  ii  Ihe  TathAgnto'i  knoa  ledge  of  the 
nia  mlnck '  Id  ihii  caie.  the  Tathigato  workt  a  iwin  miracle  uni|ir«11cd 
faj  dfaaplei:  (r«ai  his  uppei  body  ptocecda  a  flame  of  liic,  and  from  hia 
bmr  body  ptocecdt  a  lottenc  of  water"),  but  Ihe  c>Uili>n  is  diami  in  all 
BftHfc"^  feooi  tbe  tame  Wiidom-literaiuic  ai  that  employed  in  Lk  1 1*^ 
(qk  BHon.  DCG.  ii.  839).  («)  The  origin  of  the  alloMon  in  Hi  a"  (tvut 
rt^p«#f  rl  /qMr  JiA  rim  wpitinrSit  it\  Nafw/MiBi  (X^rf^fru)  hat  ool  yel 
been  Identified  ia  any  pre-Chraliao  writing,  canonical  or  uncanonical 
(ftMckV  Tbe  uw  of  Iho  plural  (v^o^itrwr]  might  tu|j;gnl  *  a  Ioom  summary 
eji  OT  ptopbniei  (w>,  recently,  Clemen,  ttthgi^mpukkkllulM  Erkiitntnj; 
4a  NT,  13ft-J J9K  though  the  lue  of  5ti  in  aO**  ii  hatilly  •  parallel.     In  ihii 


*  So  Jenmie  (oticedlt  k  dmi  ucrba  dc  tcripluris  sumpsitac  aed  mdnud)  at 


^ 


OK  SafufioSat  b  nibiititut«<)  fbt  N«f)i|»i>it  by  m  hint!  of  plont  pannomul* 
JD  order  lo  luesm  ihr  inc>«i«nic  trim  C^n,  "TV))  oT  Ii  ii',  aod  itic  pwuio- 
mni*  *u  piotiilily  meduled  bf  the  Arkmoic  cquivolrni  (iniij)  fox  "  lirtinch  " 
oi  "(hooi"  (qi.  Boi.  DCG.  ii.  iJS-iJfi.anil  JriTinla*.  titiiyhitiitlui im NT, 
190$,  pp.  46^7).  The  ■lieiiutlvc  u  to  refer  the  citaiion  to  ih«  pn>phK]r<if 
S>m*on'i  birth  in  Jg  IJ*  (Saflp  (^dc-ftrw*  Na^t«IV.  A]  SioO  faro*  »i 
mM^ar  »rX.,  q).  Ml  l").  (/)  H«Wvy,  atiEuini:  fin  A',!..  19OJ,  pp.  tj-<o) 
ihui  the  eorccci  place  o[iheTcmpiwionu*ricr  HhtP(°MI  16^,  litid*  that 
many  o(  Itie  lltuti  in  the  lynoptie  mrralive  tit  mciddkil  upun  (he  midtMh  of 
the  tl/d/iynibo  ^//Mlai  1  Inil  Ihc  proof*  ore  not  convindng.  Even  though 
lyit  arid  SlJoii  in  that  tnidiuhuc  the  refuge  of  pniphels  (pp.  44  f.),lhii  would 
not  ptove  thii  Mk  7**''M'bi  filiiltd  to  ii.  (^)Thc  Ab>1<*r-cycleiif  •loricaand 
tnditioQi,*  howovrr,  hu  left  iraco  Jn  the  NT,t  f.g.  in  the  parable  of  the 
6vitlcw  fig-lrec  (Lk  IJ*^).  which  contaim  echon  of  the  pasvije  in  At>ikai  ■■ 
"  My  am,  laid  Ahikar,  be  not  like  the  tre««rhl<:li|tre*  near  the  water  and  bore 
nottiiitt.and  when  lu  owner  would  havecut  it  down,  laid.  Plant  meioanothei 
■pot,  and  then,  if  I  bear  no  fruit,  cut  me  down.  But  the  owner  wid,  Thoo  Ml 
clone  to  the  water  and  yel  bearcit  ro  fruU  ;  how  then  will  ihou  bear  if  thou 
art  »et  elKwheie?"  Similarlf  the  parable  of  the  wicked  servant  (Ml  »4***) 
11  modelled  id  pait  on  the  legend  of  the  wicked  Nadan,  who,  after  calherinf 
hia  diur^KiUble  aatuclalea,  Innina  to  eat  and  drink  with  them,  and  la  maltreat 
the  men  and  maidurvanti.  till  luddenly  hii  uncle  Abil»at  reappear* — where* 
oprin  Nadan,  detected  and  leliuked,  ">HeUed  up  imme^lutely  and  became 
like  a  blown-out  bladder.  And  hit  timtu  iwelled,  and  hii  legi  and  hia  feet 
and  hit  tide,  and  he  wai  torn,  and  hit  belly  bum  asunder,  and  his  enlrailt 
wera  acUlcrcd,  and  he  periahed  and  died,  And  hit  latter  rn<l  «aii  detiructlon, 
and  he  went  to  helL";  The  vctj  puniihment  of  flosB')^  (L'k  13")  ii  ibe 
sune,  fbt  Nadan  ia  bound  and  then  K>v«n  a  ihouaand  luhn  im  the  ahouhlet 
and  a  Ihouaind  marc  on  the  loina ;  Itut  the  parable  (like  aome  later  venJona  of 
III*  tndilion)  modifin  the  Icfend  by  lubttituting  tiXfoutir  tot  the  con- 
ventional, i-haMly  endin)[.  "  Aa  the  duly  wat  clrarly  impular.  and  ii  alu> 
prc-ChiBtian.  it  would  be  no  very  ilrange  thing  if  ibc  Parable  had  botiowed  a 
Italtor  two  from  it"(M.  R.  James,  ^ ftiryfAa  itiutJtla,  il,  1S97,  p.  Ij8  ; 
J.  Rendel  Harrit  in  Tiu Sttiy ef  Atihtr,pp.  %i.).  Such  data  lend  to  ihow 
thai  iiome  of  the  layingi  and  alorics  in  the  evangelic  tradition  were  not 
timply  etiological  in  ori^n  or  baml  on  OT  prophecy,  but  derived  fwtt  of 
their  maltn  1*  well  at  nf  iheil  form  occationally  from  earlier  fblk'lurr  no 
leu  than  from  mldrathic  modeli,  outside  the  letter  of  the  OT.     Behind  the 

"  On  iheit  early  origin,  prior  to  Tobit,  ep.  R.  Smend'i  Alter  u.  fftrtwmft 
in  A<'iH/«r.Kfmaiit\\ti  Hfiktftt  tuT  Ziilickrifl  iiirdit  all,  H'/li.  ilk  I90S). 

t  Cp..  Ilalevy  in  A'5^(ii;oo)pp.  6i(.,  (1901)  pp.  155  f-  Ilia  aigutnentt  in 
favour  of  parallel  leaioning  in  the  case  of  Jeiui  and  hit  advertarici  and 
A^i^ar  and  hit  etHiniea  are  not  cocciit,  but  the  ,\|,ukii>tale  may  certainly  b* 
allowed  to  form  "one  of  thoac  inineiiiing  Jewii,h  producti  of  the  Greek 
period  which  facililaicd  the  iraotfuriiiatiiin  of  the  Hebrew  Hai^ada  in  both 
of  lu  main  srowiha,  rabliinic  and  Chrlailan." 

:Ot.  u  To  !«■■  (B)  ha*  it.   "went   down   to  dMluMM"  (cp.    Ill 


m 


^ 
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t±Aj  Chriiliui  iieoogiiti  of  the  dfalh  of  Judu,*  who  wm^  like  Nidin,  chu- 
kcicriicd  by  bUck  iocratiladc  >ii<l  |[Mehei7(c|>.  Jn  )]>'),  Ihe  Ahikni-lnulilinn 
■Ny  )>«  lib)  cunjceluidl  lu  ttund,  cipcciallr  wfa«n  Ihc  manner  of  NuJui'i 
death  (vc  p.  H)  it  compaicd  wiih  Ac  i"  and  wilh  ihe  Ide  of  Papiiit 
■bon  Judu'ibodjr  iWTllini:  up.  "  VVcnccd  noi  lie i>iiri>iitri1  if  AtlkM  tliould 
hrnkh  (Iw  kry  1o  the  j^encuiofihe  Judu  legends"  (llaiiii,  ifi,  til.  p.  Ix*},t 
f  rtWlirly  if.  u  io  ibc  Armtnian,  wpti«fiilt  ba  lu^ntiluied  for  Ihe  awkward 
ippti  T^rJu^JBi  in  Ac  l".  Folk-lore  of  thk  kind,  howevEi,  ii  not  Ihe  only 
due  IO  ilie  Judai  iiorics.  Thiu,  allei  deicribing  a  acofFer  ■(  (h«  Itrhrcw 
«riptuiei,  Philo  addi  Ihat  he  ptctcnily  w^noiillftl  wlcidc  (r<r  mnJ.  Ktmia.  8. 
hr  irrKkrv  pC"-  ^'  ^  MAP^  "I  f i«>dda|>roi  fiqij  taOtfi}  te*ifif  r(Xivr4«gil 
bf  hanging,  a  dcaili  apptopriale  lo  n  polluitd  penon,  (r)  Ooe  or  (wo  minoi 
aad  casual  ciutiont  (mni  andcnl  lllcraliitc  may  ix  iiolcti  In  conclulinn.t 
Tbc  Uyn  qtioud  in  Jn  4"  (dXX«  /tfrii-  i  ewit/i^i'  mJ  OXXsr  1  (ti^fwr)  li  a 
Imm  auiioQ  of  the  oommnn  provrr)i,  which  occun  alio  in  I'seiidO'Diogecs, 
ii.6Jtep>  WcndJand  In  Ntut  Jah'^.  f.  d.  kliui.  All.,  19M.  p.  6  n.J.  The 
va^ai^  dted  tn  3  P  3"  ii  rithrc  from  ili<?  Abi^aicyclc  (cp.  llal^vy  in  RS., 
1400,  p^  66>  or  from  KcraklriUo  (op.  Wriidlim],  SBBA..  1893,  788-796): 
Ihc  tow'proveib  ti  i^uoinl  *Itu  by  Clcni.  Akx.  Pnin/'t.  t.  91.  4,  c(c.  >  who  it 
deacT  to  the  original  form  [in  ql)>rrai  ^op^Vv  ^U^*  4  "^'■pi  illari).  The 
MfCMtic  dtacriplioa  of  the  Cittana  In  Til  1"  (K)>^i  itl  ifiivmu,  laiik  0ipJa. 
)aeWp«l  inaf]  ba  hexameter  apparently  drawn  from  Ihc  r>^  Xpv'f^'  of  the 
local  phikcopho.  Epmenidet  (q>.  Ditit  inSSBA.,  1S91,  387-403,  and  J.  R. 
Itania ID  £;^.'ii.  305-3171.  whoaitackediheCKianclaimihai/cunliybiiriis] 
in  C>Me.  Cal&madius  quoin  the  lint  IhrM  wr-rdi.  The  famuui  apul<itiuc  of 
Ilea.  A^ppa  waa  probably  in  Paul'*  iiiind  when  he  wrote  1  Co  13"'",  and 
Ihe  iambic  triiiill«  in  I  Co  1%"  ^Siipavtir  flflij  xM^*'  iwMoi  nBfall  oiiginally 
by  dthct  io  Euripidrs  01  Menandei ;  but  Ihe  hci^melet  in  Ja  t "  (vatf a  ib»i% 
Af«M  tml  var  Uptiia  H\tipr),  where  ^70,04  and  rAtigr  ate  unconviDcingly 
lakcB  by  Fwbn  (f'hiUJjgvi,  1891,  377-379)  »*  pr'd''*'"'  I"-  '"'').  i"  of 
■ikao«a  oocin.  On  the  oth«<  hand,  the  line  of  poeity  put  into  Paal'* 
■oMfc  at  Albrai,  in  Ac  17"  (ui  cal  rim  rur  taS'  iiiat  wmitr^  ttp^mair' 
nO  1^  ib1  t^ioi  ttfdri,  ii  probably  from  hla  fcllow.counliyiiwn  Araliii 
(ep.  Hoole,  T*^  C/ainVaJ  Sltmtnl  in  Ihe  AT,  pp.  Sa-S*,  and  Blau'  noief, 
if  not  from  the  hymn  of  Cleonthes. 


*  Tbe  coancctlon  of  (hejaduitorictvith  the  -  Ah  >kai  tradition  iidecide<lly 
doM«  Uiaa  the  filiation  which  llal^y  prefcrt  (K&..  1901.  46f.]  to  find 
them  and  the  tnachinaiiona  of  Bechira,  (he  Samaritan  aociuet  of 
la  the  lakUath.  Hi*  ciplanaiion  of  'Isiapii^f  u  a  oonaptlon  of 
Zqcapi^rv  (a  native  of  the  Samanlan  Sichor)  U  highly  piccniiaui. 

tCp,,  funher,  AJT..  v^aa.  49»-Si3.  f"'  ptoo'  thai  Ml  3?"-  and  Ac  l'*- 
ml  on  ibe  At)iksi-kK<nd  KE8i.  1617)-  The  hitioricily  of  both  tfuijet  b 
apheld  by  Schlatlei  in  ImZtr  Trfegr^kU  totd  Gtukkhu  I^Ulilittmi  (lH^J). 
ityt 

;  Fiultwt  maUtkU  for  the  Influence  of  Jewiih  apoealyp«ct  on  Ihe  NT  and 
ett  early  Ctoklian  litcraluie  in  general  are  collected  by  Prof.  R.  H.  Chacln 
in  hiiedtiiaainf  r^tf  Aforalffut^  H»r»ik{\%^),  TSt  AiiKm^itM  »f  Mfiti 
(lSf7t,  Tie  Autmitn  ^  haiaA  (1900),  Tht  Beakt/jHiilat  (1903),  and  il>* 
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IV. 


STRUCTURE  AND  COMPOSITION  OF  NT. 

"Time's  glory,"  according  to  Ihc  Shalccspcarean  tine,  "is  to 
blot  old  books  and  alter  Iheir  contents."  This  is  not  a.  glory 
in  whidi  the  literary  chiic  can  be  expected  to  rejoice.  It  bas 
imposed  on  him  the  task  of  rcconsiiiicting  the  original  form  ot 
several  ancient  documents,  and  of  allowing  for  processes  of 
interpolation,  displacement,  and  compilation.* 

(i.)  Interpolation  t  mefins  the  addition  of  passages  to  an 
original  comijoiilion,  or  the  incorporation  of  later  verses, 
sections,  and  even  words,  in  a  writing  which  bas  come  down 
from  tome  earlier  period,  either  (it)  at  the  hands  of  the  author 
himself,  or  {i)  by  subseqtient  editors  of  the  volume,  after  the 
writer's  death,  or  {c)  by  scribe*  (or  editors)  of  the  text  Like 
other  fragments  of  ancient  llteraturc,t  the  early  Christian  records 
were  liable  to  such  handling,  though  the  dimensions  of  this  form 
of  tcktual  corruption  were  restricted  by  the  ecclesiastical  scrutiny 
which  before  long  came  to  be  exercised  over  documents  of 
le  apostolic  faith  within  the  archives  of  the  church. 

(«)  Inilanocs  of  cditoriml  atldilion,  by  llie  aulhoi  himtplf,  tkic  lo  ti«  found, 
/.f.,  ITtmlilion  br  teliulile,  la  ihc  Ptritt  of  i£Khy1u>,  In  (Icrodoiui,  wid  In 
[he  GtargKi — Vcigil  baring  cut  out  th«  original  ending  of  th«  fourlh  George 
■nd  tnseicd  ■noihtri,  aftrc  Ihc  dnth  of  Gklliu.  Juvenal  tevlied  and  tewtotc 
tome  of  ha  Sutiiu,  while  Miitiil  >ppc*n  to  have  reuaued  the  tenth  book 
of  hil  epigiunt,  altered  and  adopted   lo  the  iKjuirfmeDti  of  Ibc  reign  of 

Ttitameati  nf  tkt  Twtlot  f^tn'arcki  (iQoS)  i  on  (h<  NT  quolatiuns  from  Ihe 
kiNnarnrd  lj»'fl(.  Ke  hia ■riirle*  in  ///.,  1905,  SSK-57}.  and  iiV/.'iii.  ill  f. 

•  Cf.  UN 7'.  608 f.,  for  afullei  diicunion  of  thc»c  poiou.  The  following 
pangrapbi  tic  limply  meant  to  pare  the  way  fbi  lalei  refecrncea  undei  the 
suoccMiTc  NT  iHioki. 

t  llerniann,  the  (amoui  Itamcrie  critic,  osed  the  term  lo  denote  DM 
only  Ihe  imettion  of  venn.  t>u<,  in  accorilance  with  ilrict  etymolo^,  (be 
rrfurbiahing  of  ta  oldn  wilting  <cp.  the  prcf.  (o  hi*  edition  of  ihe  Ilomeitc 
himoa,  p.  viii). 

;  Id  ho  cKipIet  on  "  IntnpoUtion  in  Thucydidet"  {Tkt  f'turik  Bm» 
ff  T'n^yii'ltt,  1SS9,  pp.  uud  f.),  Dt.  W.  G.  Kulhcrfoiit.  aflei  diiciuung 
the  queMion  of  ihue  gloocs  and  scholia,  01  inieipolaied  adicripu,  declarei 
that  "DOllung  coulil  have  prcrcelcd  the  importalioit  inio  the  lot  oF  any 
Hllief  of  a  gieal  deal  of  what  oat  pmpciiy  coinmcnl.*'  The  gcncnl  theory 
•nd  prac'ice  is  well  put  by  A.  tiercke  \a  Ntitt  Jairt,  Jwr  dn  Uaa.  AUtrtum 
ti90").PP.  Jf- 
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TVmJui,  Sn-ntI  ptMmffn  In  ihe  Dt  X*rtm  Xahm  U^.  H.  l6;-l8j}  are 
ibo  la  be  ciplaiiwd  meal  nainrallf  u  additicvu  taade  by  Lnctctiiit  himiclf 
M  lh«  ofifiaAl  dnft,  »nd  In  ihc  csic  o(  ihc  Third  gmpcl  or  iii  vqu«1  it 
b bM ■nllkely  thia  LdIm  maf  have  rccdiled  lifoffiiMvWv,  ttoftti-aaStr)  hit 
(rotk.  ())  Editorial  addiijani  are  much  mare  namnous,  u,  '.j.,  in  the  well- 
Imorni  jmunoti  o(  Jec  t;'*-"  (■  Uirr  fnwriiiin),  31"**  jj"""  (om.  LXXl, 
l»66"-*'«c.,a«>d  in  ihc  Cntnloeuc  of  the  ihlpt  (Hom.  //tW,  »"**").  The 
lut-DHMd  (ragBirni  muM  be  pronouncAl  not  limply  an  originally  inde- 
pcadcM  dociUDcnl  lioni  ihe  HcuodicKhmil  in  BoMlia.but  ilirlf  inlcrpoUiled. 
The  Homeric  ttufiHmrtd  *tc  luppoKd  10  have  worked  (hu*  on  (he  J/iaJ 
aad  Mj-nij'  wiih  Ihe  view  (if  stnoolhing  out  and  hannonising  it  (cp.  the 
Usl  of|»Magcifai  Jebb'i  //mn-,  p.  ifij) ;  ihe  biincM  puuKC  in  the  Aiiie^itt 
(90^-930)  Ualmctt  octtainly  to  br  icgoided  u  an  inlctpoUiian.  peihaiu  by 
ihc  MM  td  Sophocltt,  in  the  oiininal ;  anil  tii^tr  interpuUlioni,  ai  ini|{bi  be 
expected,  were  ctpccially  ficguenl  In  the  tcti  af  the  Athenian  diatnali*!*. 
Later  wmka  ei-eo  in  literalure  and  philoaophy  were  not  eiempi  from  the 
Intiuikm  of  toCh  alien  tnalicr,  which,  it  ii  hiKl,  in  wme  c»ra  {t.g.  in 
:llK,  iiL  806-818  and  L  44-49),  lo  attribute  certainly  lo  (1))  or  (c), 
intnnal  c*idcn(«  Miggriii  that  paiuget  lik«  Iliad  »"•"'•*,  lo™'"' 
Herod,  o'"-"*  wcfc  aiidol  by  a  Utrt  band.  The  eorrwi^inding  )»iirc< 
oT  interpolBiion  in  culy  Christian  Uteiiiaie  «nu  the  liturgical  tuc  of  the 
documenla  m  the  wonhiji  of  the  churchei  (cp.  Apocalyjitc) ;  the  Fourth 
(oaptl,  among  the  NT  irfiilngt,  oflcrt  ihc  eltstrett  ei»e  of  a  ilocuineni 
vhlid)  hu  been  edited  by  lome  Uter  rciiict,  but  Romoni  and  3  Corinlhiani 
pcKDt  (■bUanlially  the  lame  phenomenon,  tho»|;b  Iheit  canonical  li»nti  was 
Am  in  all  ptobaUlity  lo  the  interctti  ol  the  Pauline  Canon  iuelf.  Mark's 
gMpd  if  wppoaed  by  Mine  critics  10  hai«  been  wnitcn  bcfote  A.  o.  70,  but  lo 
W«eraMl<«d(frotnlhcauihof?)oneo>  two  touches  after  that  dale.  A  modem 
iiiBiiin  of  Ihia  procedure  ia  fuiiliihed  by  Ktrlh.ingtr  Aibejr,  which  wu  firat 
oompoaed  by  jane  Auiten  in  1798.  In  the  fifth  chapter,  however,  wc  have 
an  illiiiicn  lo  Mi»  EdgewodhS  Bilinda—^  novel  which  did  nol  appear  until 
tSoi.  This  provet  that  Mtu  Auilen'i  work  lie*  before  ui  in  a  rei-ited  lorm  t 
the  Sm  diafl  Wat  gone  over  by  the  authoresa  before  ila  final  pubhcatron  *ome 
y«aci  later.  The  third  chtuofinierpolatlonili'l  cannot  be  (tricilydilTercntialed 
botn  {t|>  but  it  alao  ii  amply  Tcnfied  in  ancient  tileraiuie  by  the  evident  (reodoni 
eaerciicd  by  copyiUa  and  ediion  of  a  text*  Gloaiei,  luch  a>  Herod,  l" 
jiiT.  la  ^^  would  creep  in  from  the  maritin,  or  be  Incorporated  {t.g.  Jer 
jjifcM  It  so"'")  in  order  10  (traighlen  out  a  pauage  or  bring  it  up  lo 
dale.  Tbe  pOMbilily  of  Bich  treatment  a  familial  tu  all  «Iiident»  of  ihe 
aodeat  leiu:  aad  inch  phenomena**  ihe  L\X  ieartan|[<inen[  of  Proverb*, 
□t  ibt  Noaclitan  lUerpolationt  in  the  Boole  of  Enoch,  indicate  the  frequency 
of  the  ptacitice  is  the  circlet  anions  which  piimitive  Chrislianity  arose. 
The  e*idenoe  for  {*)  and  (t)  i«  ellhri  drawn  fcnni  tradition  or  from  iniemal 
evidence,  hot  (r)  oIK-rt  a  ctaia  of  Intunccs  which  naturally  are  more  obvious, 
where  the  diictepandes  of  MSS  it  once  reveal  nilurea  of  Ihe  IckL     Even 


■  Cp.  &  Reincb's  Afamul  dr  Piiblttgii  CUnijut*  t>904l>  ■•  PP-  43. 
tot  Thecxtan!  letter* nf  Epieurui  have  been  iiirollen  by  t)ie  iniruLlonoJ 
■HfhMl  |latte*,  whtch  ate  put  of  the  teat  as  ipven  by  Diogeiws  Laertiui. 
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where  (he  extant  MM  do«*  not  ni(g;«t  onj'  breah,  lh«  pomdUllty  of  ttlHr- 
poUtianit  cannot  be  denied  outrlehi ;  (he  dlitincc  briw««n  (he  oldeM  MSS. 
ot  even  the  »ldai  vetu'oni,  and  ihe  date  of  eonipotitiLin.  tram  ample  room 
for  chaneci  to  liave  taken  pinoe  in  Ihe  inierval  between  Ihc  aulnKraph  and 
the  eailieit  known  lexL*  Thui  theet  internal  evidence  Mines  into  pUy  u  • 
valid  faetor  In  Ihe  critical  analysii. 

The  extent  of  ln(erpo1aiiiini  varied  from  ■  word  or  t«>«  to  •  pAiaEttph, 
and  themolit-eifor  it  varied  equBlly  froni  tinitler  to  naive.  Du ring  the  aeeond 
CKolury  the  leat  rvpuialjle  rcktoni  foi  inirtpolKiiin  tpnuig  rroiii  (he  K'uwint; 
pmlige  of  the  ChiiiiUn  (ciipiutcs,  which  nxie  being  appealed  lo  in  con- 
trovtnirs.  Heretical  remodelling  wai  rife,  and  Ihe  praciice  of  altemlion 
and  omlwJon  w*4  not  ontiiely  confined  lo  one  side.  Origen  charged  ihe 
Valentbiant  wilh  ii ;  Euicbiiii  blamed  Tiiian  ;  Celtus  reiordrd  upon  (he 
Qiriatlana  Ihe  char];e  of  having  interpolated  in  Ihcii  own  inictrw*  Ihe 
Sibylline  oracle* ;  while  Uionyiuui  ol  Corinth,  >-.  170  A.D.,  was  dii(;ui,ted  to 
find  thai  hil  own  epiillei  were  beinG  tampered  wilh.  The  early  ChiiMiaat 
Ihrmkclvet irrm  lo  have  had  no  hciitition  in  trcaiinc  Ihe  LXX  text  wiiha 
cenain  frenlnm,  inwriintE  here  and  there  phnues  lo  (ill  out  the  meuiiantc 
picdiclioni  of  Jctui. 

So  far  ai  the  goipeli  wete  oanccntod,  the  matt  nataral  moilvea  for 
inieqnlatlon  were  the  hannonitini;  liiai  t  and  (he  ditinclinaiian  of  copyitti — 
whole  powen,  tl  miut  be  remembeied,  iimountcd  occationally  to  slmost 
editorial  funclioni — lo  allow  utcful  material,  floated  within  reach  by  the  oral 
tradition,  lo  pan  away.  Eipanuon  wjl*  more  natural  Ihan  abbreviation, 
though  omiuioiu  were  not  uncommon,  in  cue*  where  ulierancts  leenicd 
tithet  contradictor)'  or  uncdifying  In  tom*  ipecial  degree.t  The  Ubeidei 
ocouionaJly  taken  with  the  test  of  the  gotpeli  ate  tiUown,  t^.,  by  the 
miiion  of  Luke  contained  in  Cutlet  Bece,  the  work  of  Mucion,  the  uH 
inade  of  Mk  by  Ml  and  I.k,  and  ntimcrnu*  wribal  or  editorial  toiichet  in  ibe 
MSS  (coniiait  D  and  the  other  uneial»l  and  veniona.  "There  are 
abundant  Iracn  in  the  MSS  and  other  aulhoritiei  fbi  Ihe  teat  of  the  |;ospeU, 
that  they  were  copied  at  fiitt  with  great  ficolom.  fciucuoti  of  copies  did 
not  hnataie  to  add  litile  iiemi  of  tradition,  often  oral,  in  umc  cnsa  pcrhapt 
written,  which  inched  (hem,  .  .  .  Much  of  thit  may  be  due  to  Ihc  bet  tl^t 
Ibeic  early  copici  were  piobubly  to  a  large  eitcni  the  work),  not  of  prio- 
fenional  copyistt  but  of  private  indivi'liialt,  whote  inlerot  wai  strong  in  the 
lubjecl-matlef  of  what  tbey  uiote,  and  who  were  glad  to  rccorti  any  stray 
aayiop  or  act  of  Christ  which  came  in  their  way,  even  though  it  waa  not 
found  In  the  eopy  before  them"  (Sanday,  Imfiratm^,  1894,  394. 19}), 

'The  pscudo- Adamanlian  Dialogue  w*a  inlrrpolMed  wiihin  twenty  or 
thirty  year*  after  It  wat  eompoaed.  Vta  Oalcn,  *ec  Rutherford'*  A  Ciafttr 
in  llu  Nitttrj  tf  Am-atalltit  (igoj),  p.  Sf. 

t  This  was  not  eonlSned  lo  (he  go«pclt.  One  of  the  cludeal  iastaace*  l« 
llie  conformation  uf  Vcrg.  £c/.  5"  in  the  majority  of  M$.S  10  Ctarg.  l"*. 

;*.f.  iheomisuon  of  a  K  i8'*"'*  (Heiekiih'i  submission)  in  U  jft-jg,  the 
ominion  liy  the  I.XK  nf  ihe  heBd>iig>  |neliicd  lo  i-a^nu*  collections  in 
frovcrtu  In  order  to  bring  the  wtwile  under  the  legU  of  Salomon,  and  the 
Homeric  omisHons  ol  Aiistarchus  tAthen.  v.  ■HO'iHi  D). 
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01)  It  is  also  a  fair  question  wtiethn-  a  document  1017  not 
tontaiii  genuine  but  misplaocd  passages.  Any  appllctlion  Of 
ihe  hypothnis  of  a  displacement  in  the  text  requires  to  be 
dtccked  b>-  a  hesitation  about  attributing  too  exact  and 
Ijrsteniatic  a  character  to  a  volume,  CHpecialty  when  no  MS 
evidence  is  available  But  in  itself  the  hypothesis  is  legitimate. 
Whether  due  to  carelessness  in  copying,  or  to  the  misplacement 
of  leaves  of  papyri  (cp.  Btau's  Slidien  tur  aU- Htbr^ichtn 
Bu<hw<ttn,  1901,  pp.  ajf.).  or  to  some  material  mishandling 
of  a  codex,*  inverted  otder  is  by  no  means  an  uncommon 
feature  of  ancient  documents.  One  classical  instance  is  fumtshed 
bf  the  canonical  order  of  the  Nikomachean  Ethics;  Atittoile's 
ori^nal  order  was  undoubtedly  bits.  L-iii.,  vii.-viti.,  vt.-v.  In 
the  OT  Jcr  j*-**  ;)**■••  and  10''*  arc,  even  if  genuine,  mis- 
{itBccd;  Zee  4*-'*  comes  too  late;  It.a  41^'  is  conjectured, 
by  an  atinctive  argument  of  Marti,  to  have  lain  originally 
between  40"  and  4d'o,  and  Hab  i^'"  may  be  supposed  to  have 
fotlowed  a<  in  the  autograph.  Similarly,  in  the  paeudo-Philonic 
treatise  it  intormptihUilatf  muHdi,  according  to  Bemays,  the 
present  confusion  of  the  traditional  text  is  best  accounted  for  by 
the  coojcaure  thai  some  leaves  have  been  misplaced. 

Cuvkwioo  on  the  pail  ofcopyiait  (cp.  CtKkr,  pp.  8t  f.|  wm  a  oimnion 
MOteeof  iluonlet,  (./.  Hor.  ffp.  i.  ij"'-  {cpL  H.  A.  J,  Munto'i /.«rrf/«(j, 
Lalf).  VctM*  wriT  oftrn  ml>|i1ii«T(1,  ot  (vrn  whotr  para^nphi.  In 
wnal  of  the  lublial  inunnrpi  (Jiniet,  Fouclh  Gixipel,  Acti,  Apoc&lypM, 
(tc),  ndi  di^iboraienii  aie  due  to  the  common  pnciice  of  Mribes  or 
eopjte*  who  wioie  In  "  nuicn*  columnt,  ftfiet  ihc  buhlon  of  wbM  was  on  the 
p((iyriu  ttript  I  lio,  ilircc,  or  ci'eti  four  (olumni  lieing  on  Mch  page.  If  a 
■ciibe,  Ihroagh  inadmtcncc  01  intrrniplitm,  happened  to  omit  a  phnw,  he 
■rMiM  wrilc  k  dlhcr  on  ihe  mnrjrlo  or  in  Ihc  tpuc  bclneen  iwo  of  tha^ 
iiiImmiii.  with  a  vaiiahle  mark  in  ihe  len  10  indicate  whne  it  ought  to  be 
(A.  S.  L«wiik  BT.  xti.  519).  Tlie  ncx(  cnpyiil,  who  incotpoiaicd  liii  pie- 
dcecMot^  "■"'If""*'  note  in  Ihc  Icit,  michi  easily  mitabdctsland  Lhe  refetcncc 
maHo^  aod  thus  inaot  the  paoap  in  the  wiong  column. 

*  As  in  the  <ate  ot  Ariatotle  t  cf^  Tredelenbotg.  Hiil.  Bn'Iriigt  ntr  Fltihi. 
m.  4ijf.  1  UeberweKi  "'''■  f^"^-  '•  '47-  ''"'  oiher  dktncatloni,  tiet 
Ihe  Prliiia,  I.  11.  7,  Hi.  4.  ttf. :  Dr.  If.  Jackson't  edition  of  ihc 
WilriiiiThnan  Eihks,  hk.  t.,  whcte  [pp.  xi*  f.)  (ho  didooutd  onunicat 
tcB  is  rMrtan|,-eil,  awl  Suwrnihl  ami  llichs'  cd.  of  Ihe  PtlMa  (1894,  pj). 
78  f.),  whete  lie  (niuilulity  is  adniiiird  thai  the  tealual  phcnooiena  may  he 
dnclo  Ivopaiallrl  imn'oM.  The  minor  |ihcni>meiit>n  ofwotdt  dlipland  \if 
a  mpyl*<  (cp.  W.  lleadUm,  daa.  A'a>.  1901,  14J-IJ6)  Edis  undn  UMual 
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(til.)  Compilollon,  of  the  tneorporaliM)  of  ««ilicr  loorcxs  wlihml  Kknoir- 
Icdemcnt,  ii  too  obvioiu,  etpcHally  in  the  histoijcal  littrntute.  lo  rcquiii  any 
detxil«l  notice  (cp.  HNT,  ClS-bi9).  The  liunry  hiotorian  titually  uriitktd 
over  hU  toutecx.  Hebrew  chronogiaphet*  were  ojten  cunleni  to  tranKcihc. 
leaving  (he  ilrata  of  theii  mjuiccs  fairly  obvious.  Greek  or  Roman  oulhoK, 
however,  felt  Uio  iiliongly  Ihc  ctainu  of  furm  and  lllcrajy  flnlili  to  allow  aajr 
mere  tnuiilileiilion  oT  some  earlier  docurnent  to  stand.*  So  Tat  (lom  being 
inconaiMenI  with  hijiorical  accutvcy,  ihit  pnciicc  obtained  ainun)*  the  moit 
icrepuluut  wtitcn.  It  wu  ■  canon  and  convention  cf  the  lime,  anil  the 
credit  of  Tacitus  hai  not  been  impaired  even  iot  modern*  by  ihe  diieovcry 
thai  the  original  »prc[:1i  of  Claudiiu,  dt  iurt  Aaturtim  Gallii  Jandt,  diflen 
materially  Itom  the  wordi  put  by  the  hiitorian  into  the  empcror'i  Up*. 
Tbucydidd.  to  far  a>  we  can  checic  hia  mKhodk,  rewiole  hii  tourccs  in  his 
own  style.  Hiaautliorltiet  were  moulded  by  hit  own  diction  and  concepliont, 
and  wiiien  oF  his  school  and  spirit  would  liave  cunly  disiniued  ai  mere 
frrajinlfUTa  any  collcclion  of  earlier  ikiucoc*  or  wurk  in  which  previous 
mAleriaU  had  not  befn  aitliilically  rocul.t  The  npocatypw  of  John,  like 
moil  other  apocalypsRi,  is  also  an  eiample  of  how  older  fiagmenli  were 
broughi  up  <o  lUie  anil  ic*ct  liy  a  later  writer ;  the  tmall  kpoealypN  of  the 
tynoptic  gospels  u  one  of  such  fiagnicnls. 

(iv,)  It  is  in  the  cntici»m  of  apocalyptic  literature  that  the 
queaiion  of  pseudonymity  U  aho  stalled  (cp.  HNT.  6i9r. ; 
G.  H.  i'ufnam,  Authon  and  their  PubSU  in  Aneiettt  TUmes*, 
1894,  pp.  67  f.,  loif.).  The  uiMcalypsex  of  the  later  Judaism 
were  pseudepigrapha  almost  invariably.  Such  wtitinijs,  by  a 
rcoogniscd  literary  custom,  were  issued  under  the  name  of  some 
older  piophet  or  hero,  whose  name  lent  sanction  aiid  authority 
to  Ihe  contents  of  the  prophecy. 

Thiaufihout  the  Judaism  of  Aleundrio-.t  lubsequenl  to  the  Ptoloraiea,  the 
practice  devdoppd  in  sevtrral  dirFCiiona.  The  older  Jewish  litcraluie  rcvealt 
the  tendency  lo  K'oup  llletaluri:  round  great  namct  of  Ihe  post,  from  Motet 
kap  DithI  and  Solomon ;  and,  loni;  before  Daniel  had  klaitcd  the  line  of 
pseudonymoiiiapocalypSFt,  the  boolc  of  Denlcronomy  showed  thai  this  literary 
device  was  (|uitc  cornpiitlblc  wiili  rtlic'""!  and  moral  Diotivea  uf  the  higheil 
order.  One  dcvelopmmt  of  the  practice  in  Alexandrian  Judalsni,  that  of 
citcolatins  wotki  under  the  Depi  of  some  pagan  authority,  hiMorieal  or 
mytholocica],  wm  naturally  forrlen  to  the  r.iily  Oiristian  lltenture.  llie 
Sibyl,  HekaLxus,  and  Ariileai  play  a  rfile  in  pre-Chiistian  Jodaism  lo  which 
there  >>  nothing  eKictly  cortcipomling  in  Ibe  primitive  church.     But  when 


•CpL  Nippetdey't(V«""'"1i8;7).  PP-  *l8f. 

t  Cp.  Lucian,  A  iiil-  ttmirit.  16  ;  Cic  aJ  An.  il.  I.  t  f.  :  Dio  Cassiui 
tpcM  twelve  yean  in  rewiiliBC  material*  which  tt  had  taken  him  tenyoarf 
to  collect. 

:  SuMwIhl,  GtttkkJU*  d.  Grini.  LUtrUmr  in  tf.  AluMtiriitinHl,  ii. 
S97(.,<oi£ 


PSBUDONVMITV 


41 


Riytbltf  twptnied  to  include  epUtlci,  m  il  did  in  Grcfk  lilvralura  long 
it  did  in  Judilim.  the  w«y  wm  prepared  »long  whfch  torae  <»i\y 
i.amw»i*  vntytd  to  Mrva  tbcli  mt  (Suirinihl,  ii.  pp.  589^).  LUe 
bovUen  on  a  iiioaDliiii-«Iope,  niMt  at  the  gr«ac  p«iicinntiti»  came  to  he 
tomed  with  the  man  or  a  ttiott  or  1cm  cxl«n>lve  conrtrponduicc,  and  the 
rW  of  a  litem  ur«  which  included  the  Solomonic  eoircspondenoc,  irtlltcn  by 
Eupotcmitt,  or  ibe  lo-nllcd  "  epistle  of  Jei«rni»h  "  {pietctvcd  M  ihe  clow 
of  (he  book  of  BMUch),  Indicate*  how  conipnial  and  innc>ccnt  the  pnclice 
wax  in  pte-Cliritiian  Judaum. 

(a)  The  range  ol  pmdoBymoua  lllenture  wm  wider,  however,  in  Greece 
and  Kome,  and  although  "the  entire  clanical  period  of  Greek  lilentuie 
(dtiihIms  »  with  no  authentic  initnnce  of  a  literary  fraud,"  t  Ihe  ccniuriei 
pnceeBng  and  loHnwing  the  tUe  of  ChtiMianliy  were  mwkcd  by  a  fairly 
caiemm  lue  ol  Ihe  pKudefritrmphie  method  in  philoiophy,  religion,  and 
HliHiiiii  The  inducemcnit  lo  employ  Ihe  namei  and  cltKriicieri  of 
■ottrioin  men  varied  In  quality.  One  wai  the  deilte  for  pecuniary 
fdn,  vhkh  undouliicdty  operated  during  Ihe  period  in  which  Plolemy 
nibwlelphui  wai  foTtaini;  hi*  library  (ef.  Grnllcy'a  DitiiH.  an  /^alarit,  pp. 
t>f.);  ihi»  cannot  be  triced  within  Ihe  early  Chtiitian  llinalure.  The 
fai^ier  uolivei  for  such  compooiioTis  sprang  from  ihe  innoceni  adtninuion 
and  naive  ^mipalhy  whicli  proni)iitd  ■  tliaeipic  10  repruluce  in  his  own 
htcoact  the  Ueai,  or  what  he  conceived  lo  be  the  ideu,  of  hit  iiiutci,  and 
yet  fo«I»de  bun,  out  of  oiodeMy,  to  pte<enl  tliew  nnder  hia  own  name. 
CooKWot  of  Ihe  mauet'i  lnllactie*t  dlaclplet  viewed  ihelr  own  writings  as  an 
TiMaitwt  ef  Mi  (piilL  In  them,  Ihroueh  their  pBeei,  he  njMike,  not  ihey. 
AMt  (^  What  Ihey  wrote  was  not  so  much  a  private  veniure  or  in- 
drpmdtnt  Ottlliuru  of  Ihelr  own,  u  the  piopai;alioii  of  hil  mind  and  spiiil. 
lleaec  It  beeane  a  point  of  uniclfuh  piety  lo  give  up  all  claimt  to  pergonal 
fiory,  and  attribute  their  wiiiinp  to  the  maaler  himself.  Sui:h  wu  ihe 
|aacticc  of  the  latet  Pilh«soican>  iZellct,  PrtSBerelii  Pkihuf-hy.  i.  pp. 
JM  (.).  This  Ihfowj  light  upon  Ibc  ethos  of  NT  writings  like  Ephcsiani  and 
ibc  rascorals.  While  I  Peter  Iepre^eIltB  in  the  NT  Cuiun  a  pseudonymous 
epiMlc,  pure  and  ilinplei  the  paiitoial  eplMlct,  on  the  other  hand,  were 
composed  by  a  f^ulinist  who  must  have  had  access  to  ceitain  notes  or  papen 
cf  tbegRBt  aposlte,  which  he  incMpotaied  in  hit  owt^  wrili'if^  A  timilar 
iMHBM,  in  Crock  tileraiure,  ii  furnished  by  the  Foarth  fhilippic  and  Ihe 
tpccch  *«^  ««rrA{««t,  which,  though  appearing  under  Ihc  name  of 
DemoMiienca,  w«e  in  all  likelihood  cnm|MMe(!,  not  long  afiet  the  orator's 
dMtfa,  by  a  wiiiet  wbo  possessed  Mme  genuine  notes  of  his  predecessor 


*Cp.    K.    R.    K&silin   {riual. /aM.    iSji,    M9-ut,  "der  pseud. 
Ulctitw  dH  Uuateo  fUrche,   ILm  Bcitrig  lur  Geachichle  dor  Bildung  dea 

Kaooot")- 

t  G«demaM,  in  Claiiirat  Stadia  im  JtMfur  cf  ft.  PniUr  (New  Voik, 
189*),  pp.  S*~T4-  ^'  ""'  inflancc  of  a  rnillcinut  motive  i«  pointed  out  in 
ikc  caar  of  Anaatnwnei  of  Lampsurut  (Paus.  vi.  iS.  if.),  who  imitated  the 
«ylt  of  Thcopoaipin  to  the  latlei's  discredit.  For  ihe  lain  Augustan 
cpbtolapaphy,  m«  Petet,  ffi.  til.  (below),  pp.  171  f.  Rpicunu  also  nifbred, 
>  to  IMof.  Lacriui  (a.  3],  bom  paeudonymoui  epsiles. 


■od  uwd  ihtM  M  Ihe  bul*  or  naclaiu  oi  thcte  ontioiu  (cp.  Blus,  Jit 
Alliiiht  Btrttbamttit,  in  '  pp.  3S1  (.)■ 

(J)  Another  tendency  which  foi(ci«ii  pteudonymou*  epiilci  «»*  the 
rccocnlttd  device,  rnipluyrd  l>y  incicnl  hiMi>rUn*,  of  rompcMlng  tpdslla  in 
order  to  lend  viridncu  and  paint  to  Ihcrr  Duniivet.  ThouEh  Mine  of  lh«M 
(fnilln  miy  be  (■enuine,*  u  in  Ihe  cue  of  one  or  Iwo  of  Salluii's  io  the 
CaiUiHi,  the  Ui-fie  niajcdly,  however  (rue  10  the  general  sjiiril  of  Ibe 
rilnMion  whI  the  luppoied  writer,  were  uodonbtedly  due  to  the  cnabvc 
imngiration  of  theaixhot  himwlf  (cp.  V/t^itivaaa,  eh  Efht^t.  S^/f.  Gratat, 
i.  pp.  4f.|.  Of  the  IWO  etumplet  in  I.uke'i  tccond  volume  fAe  ij"'  Sj**l, 
the  fenncr  suggati  lome  hiitoriul  nucleut,  the  Utter  it  more  independeiu. 
To  ibl*  fcuure  nuy  be  idilcd  ihai  <>f  computing  the  dedicKlion  or  preface  in 
ibe  form  cJ  ta  epiiile,  u  it  often  Ihe  ca*e  in  modern  bookt,  ulthough  the 
riieniion  of  the  piwtice  10  hiticeical  woilu  i*  confined  to  writen  hlte  Aula* 
Hiniuk  and  VtUrlui  (ui  the  raosl  p*r(,  amone  Roidibi]  authon  of  the  fi'ifir^t 
period,  and  (o  Joiephut  among  JewUh. 

(i')  It  b  further  oLvinui  that  from  the  hiitotian  oompaaniig  not  only  a 
letlei  but  •  tjirerli  in  the  name  of  tome  hiwnrical  licure,  it  wai  only  a  ihott 
itep  Io  the  coBipotitHin  uf  a  paeudonjmout  epistle,  in  all  |;ood  faith,  which 
mis  deiignnl  to  edify  and  initruct.  The  practice  of  compoung  ipe«cbet, 
which  wat  perfectly  contonitit  with  the  ancient  hialotian't  tanoni  of  veradly, 
varied  from  a  (tec  invention  of  tuch  addrci«s  10  the  coniervation  of  talient 
points  in  an  oral  ot  written  piece  of  tiadition.  The  latter  U  not  infrequent 
in  Tacitus ;  he  feels  at  perfect  llbetty  to  construct  »pe«chc*  like  that  ol 
Cennanicut  on  hit  dealh-bed,  but  he  appeari  to  excKitc  lest  freedom  in  hit 
oondensation,  roirangcment,  and  re*riiin|>  of  the  emperoi'i  addrtoe*  and 
letun  to  the  icnatc  (rp.  h'umeiua't  Annalt  t/  Tatiim,  I.  pp.  aj  f,  \,  Con- 
•equently,  the  bcl  thai  ancietii  lutlohutt  txtnmed  and  were  alloiied  thit 
Uoenoe  doei  not  ifte  faitt  tnr  out  Ihe  hypolhetii  that  in  cerlain  caaea  the 
wrilet  Slay  have  wruui^lit  upon  ihe  outline  or  luhttance  of  an  aulhenlic 
ipeech  lisBtiDiited  by  tradiiion.  Thit  would  be  more  credible  when  tpeechei 
were  compoied  in  anai*  tNijtia,  as  ii  generally  Ihe  caie  with  Cunr,  wbow 
historical  creilihilily  in  thit  Biiller  t«  to  be  ranked  high,  in  epltc  of  obttoot 
Umptaliont  to  tilerasy  eireci  and  political  icndency.  t 

The  rhetorical  element  in  ancient  hiitoriogtaphy  naturally  adopted  Ih* 
method  of  [fffsypa^qiraO  hringini;  oul  the  chancier  of  a  perton  or  ihe  nJient 
tetufcs oT a lituation  by  meant  of  ipccchct.  The  anlhot  composed  tucha 
iipirrh  u  appeared  to  him  suitable  for  the  occasion,  drawing  perhaps  upon 
•Bjr  material*  of  oral  or  writleo  iradiiion  ihat  lay  to  hit  hjind,  but  caacing 
ibe  (peetb  into  such  forms  as  were  apt  to  the  selling  choteo.  The  rival 
methods  of  inilirccl  tpeech  oc  of  psycholugical  analytii  were  open,  but  they 
••ne  at  once  leia  draniatlc  and  leas  eaty.     Taciiut  commonly  prefetied  the 

*  Or  claboraiian  of  a  geoiiine  mcletu  (cp.  W.  Viachei'a  Kliim  StAri/^, 
L  pp.  4391).  Sec  further  on  this  point,  Hernninii  Ceter'*  dit  Seri/tmv 
HiMria  Angutta  (techs  llllefaiur-getchichtliche  Unlertuchungcn,  iSfl), 
pp-iSjt 

t  Cp.  Fabia's  esiay,  dt  tralitHiitu  put  tmu  te  Ctmm.  Cm.  J*  BaUt 
C;a/Au*(lSS9),  pp.  91L 
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r  pcenw.  tad  (h«re  ate  cum  uf  conKicntiout  prtfrmce  for  ihe  firmer  i 
the  poblic  life  of  ibe  oncientt,  wheie  so  much  of  impoituioe  wu 
Innnclcd  in  uid  liy  iptfcha,  led  Ihe  majoriljr  of  hislorikru  lo  adopt  the 
methud  of  compiuing  iperchu  for  Ihelt  itramatii  ptneaa  u  Ihc  most  in> 
td^giUe  lod  populu  iDethod  of  ^vins  plaitic  exp>c»ion  to  hiMnrtcnl  tiuih.* 

^'n•  ipwth  Mrrcd  H  Ml  analftb  of  cturactrr.  Il  revealed  ihc  ipcaker,  o,nd 
nfcd  Ugbl  OB  tW  liliiBllon  more  cfTeclively  than  panytipht  of  mmmcnl 
W  ualjnM.  TVncjSi&ti  U  ihe  moMer  of  Ihii  uhool  of  hiilarUmit 
TbMpompu  and  Sktlwt  are  liii  leading  aucceuora.  The  speechci  in  the 
NT  Ixcntnie  ootudit  of  (■>)  ompatltiuat  made  up  from  previous  niaienalt, 
BMudljp  pnutne  in  the  main  ;  and  (J)  moie  or  len  free  «oinp«iliont.  which, 
•flboM  brine  purely  (hcioriotl  exercl«i,£  ccprttent  whal  the  wriier't  hiUori- 
od  Mue  jodced  apptopfiate  lo  the  litiuiion,  This  judgment  may  have  been 
(aided  1>7  tradition  in  tome  <un.  Kul  ihe  general  [ypt  of  the  tecond  class 
«f  VftaAKM,  whicb  include*  the  nujorily  of  thaw  in  Aeli,|  oorrnpoDdi  to 
Ihc  ^MCcbM  of  Tbacydidea  or  Oeiar.  FNilybiiu  or  Jniephui,  Oeeoiionallyt 
Ut  *-t't  ^  UvTi  *^''  y<  a.  £f.,  and  luiiv.  54,  or  in  AuKi*  Gclliu*  tven,  a 
^iflaeh  mar  poaeia  Uitoric  value  aa  the  leflectioa  o>  reproduciion  of  tome 
older  aoarv^  loWad  of  btini;,  like  lite  worV  of  Dionyimfc  lUliciniuiiit  in 
lUi depsitneal,  pardy  ima£iiiaiiTe.  Ilisioriani  of  the  Gntcchi  period.  like 
Fanniua,  prored  invaluable  to  MincquenI  wrilert  in  Ihii  reipecl.  Their 
innal*  in«i>rponted  |[eniiinc  tpeechet  of  conlcinpnrury  Rlaletmr-n,  now  and 
Ihen  slinati  vetbally,  upon  which  both  Cinco  and  Plutarch  drew.  Con- 
K^Bcnily  later  tptt<hc4  which  rett  on  itucli  aulhrnlic  IraKtnents  aoiuire 
a  bblorkal  weight  out  of  all  proponian  to  their  ralanl  thape  and  telling. H 
TW  longer  q>t«chc*  in  the  goipeli  art  partly  hued  upon  luch  earlier 
nurcM  \<t<g-  Matthew),  but  they  are  partly  (as  in  the  Fourth  gmpcll  duo  lo 
profhetk  and  hotniletical  eipanuona  of  autheotic  lo^  The  inspired 
propbel,  irtfV'"g  (n  the  Loiid't  n^mr,  ii  not  far  from  ihe  picacher  who 
develop*  a  hoajly  ('./.  Mt  15'"')  1  prcachiag.  in  its  higbei  ptinses,  isaJiiioii 
Ijptie,  and  Uub  creative  proceW,  in  which  a  mind  broo<ling  on  lome  goapel 


!        •  Sec  C  Nipperdey'a  Ofm<nla  {1S77),  pp.  415  f. 

t "  I  have  put  into  Ihe  mouth  of  each  speaker  the  icnllmenli  proptr  lo 
the  oocMion,  cipraxd  as  I  thoughi  he  would  l>e  likely  to  expren  them, 
wUle  at  the  nine  liire  I  cnilearouMd,  ai  nearly  at  I  could,  10  give  Ihe 
genenl  purport  of  what  was  actually  said"  (i.u,ti.  Jowelt).     Cp.  Ivo  Brunt, 

;  Or  coMpaailiona  wriiirn  with  a  deliberate  purpcne,  like  man  If  not  all 
of  th«  ipr^rho  in  Cewi,  which,  while  apposite  and  vivid,  ate  intended  to 
colmu  ibc  whole  dtuatlon. 

I  &  CanlH  (cpL  £jr/.'  iv.  436-4SS)  puO  ■"  ■  rigorous  plea  for  the 
ifMcfi  M  Atbeo*.  "  Whoever  diipulct  the  hiAorical  value  of  Ihe  account  of 
SL  h«1  in  Alhent,  lean  one  of  Ihe  most  inpatlant  p*cei  liom  the  hitioty  of 
tha  bunan  race." 

iCp.  Sokan.  nnw/dAnlii.'Air/.  d.  ilaii.  Aluniim  {t<)OJ,\  pp.  tjf. 

%i4.]t  Ibt  Mntee  be  truslwotlhy.  But  when  Appian  (v.  J9-45)  dram 
an  ilw  ttnunentafk*  ofAaguilui,  the  amclialilc  iinluic  of  Ihc  Isltrt  deprives 
ibe  iMa  MiWlfi^  of  aay  right  to  aedibUlty  on  this  sceie. 
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wonl  brinp  out  mn  M)lfyln(>  monolocne  or  diilci|[a«,  >ccoanU  tot  tome 
pMiagc*  in  ihe  lynoptisU  u  well  u  in  th«  Fourth  Gosptl  mot«  nUunllir  than 
llie  hypothctii  of  dritbcnte  lilctaiy  invcntivcntu. 

(v.)  The  question  of  tramlalion  {HNT,  605^)1  wiih  regard 
to  any  early  Chmtian  writing,  covers  a  wider  tract  of  interest 
than  the  problem  of  it*  dale.  Undoubtedly,  translation  implies, 
aa  in  the  case  of  Rcclesiasticus,  a  gap  of  years  between  the 
composition  of  the  original  and  the  issue  of  the  version ;  but  it 
also  implies  problems  relating  to  the  authorship  and  contents. 
Thus,  in  the  case  of  the  Matihxan  logia,  it  is  too  common  to 
assume  that  the  various  Greek  translations  were  practically 
verbatim.  Tliey  pattoolc  of  the  nature  of  recensions.  The 
particular  recension  which  was  fused  with  Mk  in  order  to  form 
the  canonical  Matthew  may  have  been  almost  as  far  as  the 
Creek  recension  of  Josephus'  Wan  from  the  Aramaic  original. 
"  For  Greek  and  Roman  readers  it  would  need  to  be  materially 
reca»t.  .  .  ,  Very  probably  the  risuml'oi  Jewish  history  from 
the  time  of  .^ntiochus  Bpiphanes  to  the  death  of  Herod  (bk.  i.) 
was  first  prclixcd  in  the  Greek ;  the  greater  part  of  the  seventh 
book  was  doubtless  added  at  the  same  time"  {G.  F.  Moore, 
EBi.  3091).  Matthew  is  not  a  transiaiiun,  but  it  U  a  fair 
conjecture — so  far  as  literary  canons  go — that  in  Ml  1-3  glosses 
might  have  been  added  by  an  editor,*  whether  from  a  special 
source  or  sources  or  from  personal  access  to  Palestinian 
traditions,  when  the  Aramaic  draft  (banning  with  3'?)  was 
translated. 


V, 

SOME  UTERARY  FORMS  IN  NT, 


A 


The  gospel  was  the  new  t  form  of  literature  developed  by 
Christianity.  The  embryonic  stages  of  this  literary  product 
were  not  wholly  novel,  however;  the  Xdyta,  or  collections  of 
sayings  of  the  Master,  resembled  the  collcaions  of  apophthegms 
current  among  the  disciples  of  philosophic  teachers;  and 
even  among  the  Christians  themselves  4irof»^fWMv>Kira,{  not 
(ioyytXio,  was  a  primitive  term  in  use  for  their  gospels. 

•  Jacflbr  \ST  Sftit.  1899.  pp.  410  f.l  puU  down  s'*"  »3*  »od  »4*  «» 
thisnpcMition  whic^  blenilfil  with  Ihc  lot, 

t  The  oncUnt  conception  of  (tcp!clin2  >  chnncicr,  nib}eclUe  tad  ol^Mtive, 
u  illunislcd  by  Pol)  biui,  Livy,  uid  Tuciiui,  are  ilitcuned  by  I<n>  Braoc  in 
i/it  /irtiH^itUeit  in  iltr  GfKtiiifu^Amfviif  4/f  A/Un  tlS^i. 

:  Tbcdraimr>^>'"'uAnofMoi(mecfia,  which  veic  mbjcquently  combined 
wkb  the  irsfintfiara  of  Dunii(i,>.  «xtncU  from  diuiia)  to  (onn  tba  bio- 
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Aristoite  dravs  a  di&linctton  between  his  iitartptnoi  or 
UMmiwct  Kiyoi  (published  works)  and  his  iitpoaiTtn.  The 
latter  were  firivate  uinimaries  or  abstractri,  rvscmbling  a  /rent 
lor  hit  audience  of  students.  We  thus  get  a  diMinirlion  between 
rft  ircyvoicrfUi-a  and  ri  irix&irra  wliicli  ihiows  lif^ill  on  wrilings 
like  the  Ui-Marcus  *  and  Q,  both  of  which  would  resemble  the 
former  But  even  in  these,  and  still  more  dearly  in  the 
canonical  gospels,  the  material  asgunies  forniB  which  have 
partial  analogies  in  ancient  literature. 

(a)  The  chief  of  these  i*  the  dislojiue.  At  first  tight  the 
philosoptiical  devclopnient  of  liicraiure  among  the  disciples  of 
Socrates  is  unlike  the  primitive  Christian  tilcraCure  in  one  im- 
portant respect :  the  faith  and  reverence  of  the  disciples  of  Jesus 
pnrtotcd  them  from  composing  lileiary  dialogues  in  which  their 
Master  was  made  to  answer  problems  of  thought  and  conduct. 
Bui  it  b  not  accurate  to  suggest  (so  R.  HirscI,  J}fr  Dialog, 
am  Ultrar-hitlrriulur  fertMA,  l.cipiig,  1895,  li.  367)  that  the 
fint  efforts  111  this  line  made  by  the  early  Christians  are  to  be 
found  in  writings  like  the  Histis  Sophia  and  the  fabricated 
corresporulence  of  Jesus.  Examples  of  the  dialogue- method  tie 
earlier  in  the  literature  of  the  church.  For  one  thing,  the  cora- 
poaition  of  several  sectiorui  in  the  synoptic  gospel*  wax  prompted 
bjr  the  rise  of  questions  about  conduct.  How  were  Chris- 
tians to  bear  themselves  in  preaching  the  gospel?  or  when 
aiiacked?  or  towards  the  Jewish  authorities?  How  did  Jesui 
behave  towards  the  priests?  What  was  his  attitude  to  the  law? 
Theac  and  nmilar  questioru  were  the  nuclei  round  which  several 
leminiscences  of  the  erangelic  tradition  gathered.  The  out- 
come, a*  il  lies  in  the  gospels,  was  in  many  casca  made  up  of 
geouine  recollections  and  authentic  logia ;  but  there  was  also  an 
element  of  composition.  Even  oral  tradition  could  not  hand 
down  Iq^  invariably  u  Ihey  were  spoken,  A  plus  of  preaching 
inevitably  attached  to  them.  Further  wore,  the  setting  was 
aliimatety  the  work  of  an  author,  who,  as  is  plain,  e.g.,  from 
Matthew's  gospel,  worked  often  on   principles  of  schematism 


paplry  of  ApoOonlu*  or  Tyuu,  rocmbted  rpil^ii.  Rciiicnticln  {HttUi- 
dtimit  IVuitdirtnaAluitgtn,  1906,  40f.)  Ihinlu  tlic  (uimer  miUI  have  been 
•  tan  of  prototype  of  ihe  sutpels  (npcciUly  lbs  Fouilh),  Ihs  blln  a  pknUlel 
10  ihc  wc-«rKiioiu  ia  Act). 

'Abtuit  {l>iai.  9961  ipeaki  oi  Mk"»  "notebook  ([otpel."    The  pbraM 
Mnu  ibe  U(-Uuc<a  even  tietlri  llwn  ihc  CMiuikkcal  MmL 
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uid  Kith  certain  ideas  and  tendencies  in  his  mind  which  wera 
not  without  influence  upon  his  maicrials.  Each  evangelist  had 
his  conception  of  Juus ;  he  had  nlso  his  own  idiosyncrasies,  and 
he  was  face  to  face  with  the  special  needs  of  hia  audience  or 
age.  The  conjoint  influence  of  these  led  to  sudi  Uterarjr  dia- 
logues at  the  sjmoptic  tradition  includes  In  its  nanative  of  jesus. 
But  the  earliest  and  closest  approach  furnished  by  Christianity 
to  the  classical  dialogue-form  of  tilcraturc  it  to  be  found  in  the 
middle  sections  of  the  Fourth  gospel,  where  Jesus  and  the  Jews 
ate  made  to  debate  in  a  thoroughly  controversial  fashion.  This 
marks  the  [i.u-uge  of  early  Oiristiuniiy  into  its  dngmatic  siag^ 
when  it  was  confronted  with  rival  systems,  Jewish,  Gnostic,  and 
pagan  (cp.  P.  Gardner,  Exploratio  Evangtlita,  pp^  164-165; 
Moffatt,  HNT.  34  f.) ;  it  is  the  first  phase  of  the  dialogue  in 
Christian  hands  as  an  instrument  of  anti-Jcwlsh  propaganda. 

Latct  iiutoncca  of  ihii  diitluguc 'fonn  in  uui-Jewiifc  snd  snti'pigtn 
propagsnda  multiply  from  (be  [>iala|[ue  of  Junn  *nd  PapiKu*  iijid  joMin 
onwards ;  it  lulunlly  becanic,  u  in  the  old  pliibiopliic  ^\t,  ■  lilecwy 
wcftpon  in  the  oontroverun  bclwecn  on*  achoot  of  Ch/ialian  and  anolh«(«.^ 
BofdcmiM,  Jctotiie.  pteudoAdamantiui,  etc). 

(4)  A  Ornate  form  of  the  dialogue,  the  diairibi,  has  also 
passed  into  the  early  Chnsltan  literaturr,  although  the  NT  wKt- 
ingi  contain  merely  a  few  rudimentary  traces  of  its  vogue  an<l 
influence.  The  Siarpi/})}  was  a  dialogue  transformed  into  a 
monologue,  in  which  the  Imaginary  opponent  appears  by  way  of 
^Tffiy  (tHfttif).  He  is  dted,  only  to  be  refuted ;  his  words 
are  quoted  in  order  to  form  the  lexc  of  a  fresh  outburst  on  the 
part  of  the  speaker,  ^^'hen  the  method  is  skilfully  managed,  as, 
f^.,  in  Anion's  descriptions  of  E|>iclelus,  the  effect  is  vivadous 
and  telling,  'llic  interest  of  the  dialribi  was  primarily  ethical; 
hence  its  popularity  among  the  later  Stoics  and  even  among  Jewish 
Christian  (Philo)  and  early  Christian  (Ocm.  Atex.)  writers  on 
religion.*    One  trace  of  the  ftar^i^ij- style  is  to  be  detected  in 

*Cp.  Wcndland,  PJMi  niiJ  Jm  Afnitti-SUiitAt  DiMrit/ {li^i).  p.  7, 
"  Wenn  neotcstamenllichen  Sdiiiften  manche  Begrifle  und  Idten,  St3- 
fonuco  und  Vetgleiche  mit  dct  philoiophischtn  Ulicratui  (cmdiiiain  dad, 
K)  iM  c*  nicht  aungeuhloMen,  dais  die  Diairllic  tchon  *uf  StUcke  der 
ufriiriMlichen  LJItentiu  enwD  gewinen  Einfluu  ■lugeilbl,  den  man  tkh 
nichi  einmal  litlnariich  vermtlteit  m  denken  bcaucht."  The  lut  cUuk  li 
iiDpottant.  A  ouBbcr  ol  Uie  diathlic.roiini  spring  oatuialljr  fnin  the  moral 
w«rion  aed  tfnriiual  conflki  tM  up  by  the  new  faiih.    Cjp.  Ileittrici's  Vit 

liU^,  OtarwUrr  ii'  NT Sikriflm  [tgcAX  1 1  f  .  47,  66. 
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PtuPi  hkbit  of  quoting  some  phrase  of  bis  opponents  in  order  to 
refute  their  arguments.  Introduced  by  4^iV,  just  as  in  Epictetus, 
dme  dutions  lend  vivacity  to  the  style ;  ihcy  also  suggest  the 
geaedc  relaiions  bettveen  the  dialoi^ue  and  the  epistle,  bet«-een 
lliB  ipokea  langoagc  of  discussion  and  the  epistolary  idiom. 

(^  Tbe  address,  based  usually  on  the  older  scriptures,  and 
iheidbie  to  a  large  extent  eitegetical  as  well  as  hortatory,  was 
depoibed*  in  philosophic  language  (Lucian,  Tim.  lo;  ^-:iian, 
9.  kitt.  3")  as  hfuXia  {cp.  Ac  ao"  a4" ;  Ignat.  aJ.  Fofyk.  5),  and 
afterwards  as  SwAifit  or  dhpulalw.  It  differs  from  the  &(trfji/3ii 
la  being  tea  consdous  of  an  opponent ;  what  it  presupposes  is 
■n  atidience  to  be  convinced,  rather  than  a  single  adversary  to 
be  refuted.  This  literary  form  underlies  the  homilies  of  the 
goapds  and  most  of  ihe  later  epistles. 

(rf)  The  epistle  and  the  oral  address  were  of  kindred  origin. 
Long  before  Ihe  rite  of  Christianity  the  rhetorical  schools  had 
been  •in  ibc  halHt  of  throwing  their  ideas  into  the  form  of 
epistles,  and  the  obvious  simiinrity  between  the  audience  who 
heard  an  address  and  the  readers  of  an  epistle,  the  fcetiuent  use 
of  the  second  person  in  exhortation,  and  the  presence  of  a 
Sowmg,  Beiable  element  in  the  arjiument,  helped  to  develop  the 
uee  of  the  epistolary  form  for  ends  which  were  wider  than  those 
of  private  correspondence,  t  It  is  often  a  real  problem  to 
determine  vheihera  given  writing  is  a  A»yot  or  an  Witrro>4.  In 
■any  cases  the  epistolary  form  is  tittle  more  than  a  literary 
device.  One  speech  of  Demosthenes  actually  came  to  be 
published  under  the  title  of  Jirun-oX^  ^^^att&tytyo^,  and  it  was 
oatura)  that  btei  writers,  addressing  a  wide  public,  should 
adopt,  for  the  sake  of  dramatic  effect  and  point,  the  epistolary 
fom  of  composition  as  the  nearest  to  that  of  the  oration. 
Ftutbennore,  a  speech  did  not  re<iuire  to  have  been  spoken  in 
order  to  be  published ;  and,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  it  was  the  custom 
even  of  historians  [  to  write  for  htartrs — the  form  in  this  case 
being  all  the  mon:  natural  as  the  readers  would  read  the  volume 
aload4 


•S«e  HlletnfcW'i  Ktturpuh.  J.  Un.  ri, 

t  Cp.  AitMidri,  III.  p,  1 48  D,  Sti^  ■(«  (ol  fr  d/qj  rfi  HwnS.^  flrw  4  (hi 

:  Cp.  Itohde,  Critti.  /ftm*m,  p(L  3O4  f. 

fltJKiu>t  'A-  ''•^M>  >  {ittrpriiittt  trta  rirv  frirpJx>>''  ^Irsrroi  tvC 
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The  epistle  had  been  bound  up  !n  its  earlier  stag<.s  in  Greek 
lileiaiuTe  with  the  dialogue*  I'he  philosophical  discussions 
which  were  native  to  the  genius  of  the  Utter  had  acquired  freiih 
lilerary  fonn  in  epist olograph)' ;  t  (he  eplitlc,  said  Artemoii  (the 
editor  of  Alexander  the  Great's  correspondence  in  the  second 
cenluryX  "»  ■  sort  ot  semi -dialogue.  Consequeniljr  a  peT«>nal 
note  perv.ided  it.  A  treatise  might  be,  and  often  lutd  to  be, 
abstract  and  impersonal,  but  the  al^nity  of  the  epistle  to  the 
oral  udilrcss  on  the  one  hand  and  the  dialogue  upon  the  Other, 
naturally  tended  lo  present  in  it  the  question  and  answer,  the 
play  of  sentiment,  and  (he  dialectic  movement  inevitable  (o  any 
reproduction  of  personal  intercourse.  The  treatise  dealt  in  a 
more  or  less  sy»tcmalic  way  with  some  philosophic  subject  it 
it  conveyed  instruction  directly  and  didactically.  But  the 
epistle  rose  alongside  of  it  to  reach  circles  or  groups  of  people 
ID  a  less  formal  fashion;  and  when  philosophic  scholars  multi- 
plied  and  the  world  of  culture  grew  less  restricted  than  before, 
the  epistle  acquired  a  special  vogue  as  a  channel  for  conveying 
instruction  to  people  whose  common  interests  united  them  in 
some  pursuit  or  science.  The  correspiindcncc  of  Epicurus 
marks  a  distinct  stage  in  this  literary  c%-olu[ion.  Hit  letters  to 
philosophers  and  private  individuals  had  in  some  cases  only  a 
semi-private  object  (cp.  Hiizel,  ^fer  Dio/og,  i.  pp.  355  f.};  they 
discussed  such  topics  as  natural  philosophy  and  astronomy, 
besides  ethical  themes,  and  his  scholars  continued  the  practice. 
Epistles  became  not  merely  the  ties  knitting  like-minded  scholars 

*Thc  rajioui  tnnleriaU  ind  phua  are  collected  jn  Ilocher*!  BfiitaU- 
gr^iijrrjci.  Sec,  (otther,  Prtcr,  ■•/.  tit,  (below)  pp.  II 3  f,,  on  "der  Brief 
■U  Eiskleiduni!  tit  Fluet^hiilirn,  i»iw«nMhiifiliche  und  litlctarttehc  EtAtIct- 
ilimen,  Mahnunsen,  Widmunncn,"  and  cipcciilly  Rudolf  llmd't  dlrr  DiaJtif, 
I.  PP-  JS3  f-.  li.  pp.  S  t 

t  The  dunifc*  made  by  Paul  and  olhcr  early  Christian!  In  the  fbraiulje, 
#./.,  of  Ihe  inlfoductory  addicB,  are  noticeable.  It  ii  only  in  Ac  15"  (ij") 
and  Ja  I*  (Km  tht  ellinic  i  iiSra  ry  ttm  xo'^ilt  is  empluycd;  tlie  roniier 
is  aol  a  Chriilian  letter,  wliile  in  ih«  laKet,  liy  a  lllttaiy  device  lik«  that 
Id  ihe  Ihitd  and  cighih  of  the  Platonic  epitlles,  the  openitic  ■>  linked  to 
what  fallowt.  TVie  o(l){in  of  Ihe  x'V*"'  Ifrmula  mas  connected  wiih  the 
newt  (tteryAiar)  of  victory,  according  10  traditioa  <Lucian,  otr  lafm  in 
laliitanJt,  j;  cp.  G.  A.  Gethitd's  "  Un<«nuchunstD  wax  Cochichle  des 
piechiichcn  Briefa,"  L,  In  PAiU/irgutt  1905,  ^7-651. 

JKor  what  (<illow»,  lee  cipecully  Hermann  Petcr'i  4rr  Britf  in  dti 
rtmiuAtn  tJliiraiur  (i9oi>,  pp.  16  f.,  and  Wehufer,  "  UtiletBuctiungcn  IU( 
altchiiitlichen  Epi>iDlogiapliiG"(A'£.^ff^,  1901,  pp.  101  t). 
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togelber,  but  means  of  inUniction,  defence,  and  debate.  In  the 
ireatmenl  of  scicnliric  ijunlionft  ihe  epwtle  thus  acquinrd  a  niiir 
role  of  iis  own.  U  accompanied  and  promoted  Ihe  po])uiirising 
of  knowledge-  Lcttcts,  or  ralhct  epistles,  for  oxamplc,  were 
wriiien  on  the  CopaU  sea  by  Ciaits  of  C!>alki9  (cp.  Wemer- 
muin,  Jt  t/ist.  grat.  iv.  pp.  9  {.),  on  mathematics  (cp.  Suscmihl, 
L  pp.  419  V),  and  anii[|uiita  (by  Polcmon  of  lliun);  and  U) 
cqtttlly  didactic  character  attached  10  the  letters  of  Augustus. 

The  soil  was  thus  prepared  for  the  growth  of  epistles  and 
epiatolaiy  homilies  within  the  sphere  of  earl/  ChrJKiianity.  Ilie 
philosophic  epistle  had  long  been  acclimatised  among  the  Gi«eks 
and  Roaians.  Hvrlalionrs  aJ  phUawphiam  were  composed  by 
Augustus  as  well  as  by  less  princely  authors  (Suet  Aug.  Ixxxv.), 
and  epistles  of  consolation  are  frequent  in  the  correspondence  of 
the  age  (f^.  that  of  Sulpicius  Sevcrus,  Cic  ad  fam.  iv,  5),  The 
lenan  of  Seneca  to  Ludlius,  as  has  been  ofiei)  noted  (op.  t^. 
Petcra,  pp.  «8f.),  are  in  reality  designed  for  the  young  world  of 
Rotne,  and  merely  dedicated  to  Ludlius  ;•  the  {lerannal  address 
and  air  are  retained,  but  the  objea  is  to  hirnish  all  and  sundry 
with  exhortations  and  admonitions  which  may  t.ikc  the  place  of 
lome  philosophic  friend  at  hand.t  Several  even  of  Seneca's 
uxallcd  dialogues  might  be  descrilicd  as  cjnsttes.  The 
epistolary  literature  of  the  early  Christians,  in  fact,  almost 
uetnplilles  the  threefold  division  %  made  by  Cicero  into  {a) 
cpislica  or  letters  which  convey  instruction  or  information,  {i) 
playful  and  familiar  notes  to  one's  friends,  and  (c)  letters  of 
cooaolation.  The  nearest  approach  to  the  personal  letter,  un- 
studied and  spontaneous,  is  Paul's  itote  to  Philemon  or  3  John. 
PeTMoal  or  semi-personal  letters,  however  (like  Galatians  and 
I  Tbeasalonians),  might  contain  matter  of  some  permanent 
irttCTCCt.    They  might  be  contiibution.i  to  some  controversy, 

*  Lnkc'i  tao  boclci,  dnlintcd  to  ThcophlUu,  *,n  a  NT  ■miogy. 

t  Cp-  Uuitu,  ta  memialu  mtu  'ipifirr  Xam.  pp.  ]f.,  ijf.  The 
ScMCa-taicn  to  Luciliiu.  03  Lord  liacon  mw,  were  umply  "dupened 
ncfitaboat,  tliOit'i  Mnicycd  iii  the  fi>nn  of  epi«ilit." 

;  A/,  ta  hb  tatcf  o<  Scpiembcr,  46  B.C.,  [a  TretnMiiu  in  cxil*  \ad  /■'am. 
«].  IOl  4),  or  nig(«  tiplkitly  id  ad  Fam,  iv.  1}.  1  and  ti.  4  ("  Icdcn,  >i  yon 
ti*  veil  kirwc.  «tc  of  Miiy  Icindt.  One  l><  DndeniBble,  the  nciKlnsI  csuie  of 
kii«<«fii<n|;  iiitkcd.  lic,  to  BOqiuuiit  Ihe  iit«nl  with  •□vihing  which  It 
!•  lo  ibeir  ifticteil  «  to  (be  wiiltr'*  intcreit  llut  ihey  ihould  know.  ,  .  . 
Tbu  other  kinilt  of  loKrrt  there  ue,  which  niiehilly  pleaM  me :  Ihe  one 
hicnlnr  and  tfuRivc,  ibc  Mhct  (nii'c  and  icnoiu  "). 
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like  the  letters  of  Antony  to  which  Tacitus  (Ann.  n.  34) 
and  Suetonius  {Aug.  63)  allude;  or  discussions  of  various 
questions,  like  the  epistles  of  Varro,*  Capito,  and  M.  Valerius 
Messalla.  The  epistolary  fom),  in  short,  was  employed  more 
and  more  to  give  a  vivid  and  semi-literary  dress  to  dissertations 
upon  criticism,  jurisprudence,  and  even  science,  among  the 
Greeks  and  Romans.  Thus  partly  by  the  circulation  of  really 
personal  letters,  and  partly  by  the  adoption  of  the  epistolary  form 
for  public  or  semi-public  ends,  the  transition  was  made  from  the 
private  letter  to  the  epistle  or  epistolary  homily.  The  NT 
epistles  vary  between  both ;  t  the  former  was  transmuted  into 
the  shape  of  a  letter  addressed  to  some  church  for  which  the 
writer  (Paul)  felt  a  strong  personal  affection ;  J  the  latter  passed, 
in  the  sub-Pauline  period,  into  writings  which  were  for  the  most 
part  epistolary  in  form  only  (i  John,  James,  a  Peter), 

VI. 
TffE  CIRCULATION  OF  THE  NT  WRIT!NGS.% 

Paul  and  some  other  early  Christian  writers  ||  dictated,  not 
because,  like  Charles  the  Great,  they  could  not  write,  but  for 
purposes  of  speed  and  convenience.  A  letter  might  be  either 
written  with  one's  own  hand  or  dictated  to  a  scribe  or  secretary , 
(t*xi7P'^'^'.  iihrarii,  notarit).  In  one  case,  the  amanuensis  of 
Paul  ir  inserts  a  greeting  from  himself  in  the  midst  of  the  apostle's 

•  Cp.  Ritschl's  Opuxcula,  iii.  pp.  476  f. 

t  Deissmann'i  valuable  but  too  narrow  antithesU  {BHU  Sfudut,  pp. 
1-60)  is  reproduced  by  W.  Solt»u  {note  Jakrhilclur  Jiir  d.  klasi.  Alttrikum, 
1906,  r7-J9l. 

X  Similarly  3  John  and  the  letten  of  Ignatius  prove  that  a  real  lettci 
could  be  wiiiien  to  a  church.  This  fact  of  Christian  intercourse  prevents  the 
cil^oT>  of  "  letter  01  epistle  "  Uota  applying,  without  qualilicnliDn,  to  early 
Chiistian  correspondence. 

iCp.  HNT.  lajf.  ;  Gregory,  Canon  and  Tact  ef  NT,  199  f.  ;  and  Sii 
W.  M.  Ramsay,  LttUn  to  Ihi  Seoat  Ckurckts  (1904),  pp.  ajf.,  "The 
Christian  Leilers  and  their  Transmission." 

I  Ignatius  (see  Lighlfoot  on  Ro  10'),  Origen  (Eus.  H.  E.  vi.  33.  3),  and 
others ;  cp,  Pliny'i  tpp.  ix.  36.  a,  and  Jerome's  tpp.  31.  43.  On  the  later 
use  of  ^ii'/(ire=to  compose,  see  Norden,  ii.  957  f. 

T  Teltiu*  was  a  scriba  liUrarim  of  Paut,  For  the  lime  being,  who  tooli 
down,  as  a  private  secrclary,  what  the  apostle  had  to  say  (cp.  Marquardl'i 
Dai  Privalkbtn  dtr  Rotner,  i.'  pp.  iji  T.),  and  made  copies  cfit  if  necessary. 
Such  iMarii  were  frequently  stenngiaptieis. 
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uluU(ions(Ro  16**};  but  ux  rule  the  author  speaks  tluoughout. 
It  ms  apparently  Paul's  ordinary  custom  to  dictate  his  corre- 
•pondenoc,  though,  to  Authenticate  a  letter,  he  might  add  a 
Blnutioo  in  hb  own  handwriting  [i  Th  3}^,  1  Co  16",  CqI  4<*)- 
Such  lellen  and  eptillcG  were  written  cither  on  wax-covered 
tablets  with  a  stilus,  or  with  a  reed-pen  and  tnk  on  parchment 
(cp.  a  Co  3',  J  Jn",  3  Jn").  If  Paul's  remark  in  Oal  6" 
iDcarts  that  he  himself  wrote  part  of  the  e(»i»ile  personally,*  it  is 
likely  that  the  latter  mclhod  was  employed.  His  handwriting, 
like  that  of  Cicero,  "on  eharia  with  n  pen  would  have  been 
much  more  easily  recognised  than  hi^  initials  carved  with  a  stilus 
on  wax.  Moreover,  the  use  of  pen  and  paper  would  be  so 
obviously  more  suitable  for  long  IcUers."  t 

Tke  dupe  *nd  ihc  tiic  of  ionic  of  the  r«Mni1y  diKorercd  papyri  »( 
yibynchiu  indialt  ihal  even  for  icliginus,  m  ircll  u  Tut  lit(cir)r  pucjiiuci, 
^  t*pyiwi^d^u  wu  In  uw  ihiout;houl  Rmipl  befoic  the  Ihlrd  ccntuiy  A.  I). 
I  of  the  papjTus  in  roll   rotm,  the  papyrui  in  book  form  wu  more 
Vidcly  and  mm  eady  uied  than  hu  hithtrto  Iimh  huxpccted-f 

For  various  reasons,  partly  owing  to  the  uncertainties  of 
I  Communication,  letters  of  special  moment  were  copied  g  before 
;  dispatched  ;  and  mote  than  one  copy  was  sometimes  sent, 
ae  of  them  »1iou1d  go  astray  (cp.  e.g.  Cic  adl^m.  ix.  16.  1). 
careleasness  and  dishonesty  of  letter-carriers  were  thus 
^cbecknuled  lo  some  extent  {ad  Fam.  iv,  4.  i).  This  con- 
sidemlion  has  some  bearing  on  the  literary  characteristics  of 
%  Tbessalonians  and  Ephcsians.  Furthermore,  the  same  letter 
SBight  be  sent  to  different  penonx,  as  was  the  practice  of 
E|iicuius.|    "I  Itave  wanted,"  writes  Cicero  to  Cornihcius,  "a 


I 


*  The  sendu  oeeulonally  minic  |>arl  hlmtrlf,  if  he  wivhcd  t«  be  parlicu- 
kily  eoAfidcndil  (Oc.  ad.  All.  li.  14). 

t  Tjnell'i  CerrtiftuJtmi  tf  Cictrv,  vol.  I.  p.  Iv.  (jiiinlilUa*)  advice,  in 
bioar  of  wai  uUcu  {/aifi.  Oral.  t.  31  f.)  foi  jottlntji  m  no««  (Lk  l"}.  is 
ihc  to  ihe  bet  ihal  enxuni  woe  aiore  cuily  made  on  wtx  ihan  on  patch- 
mnL  llIoMnliont  of  <rai  Ubiett  us  (iien  by  W.  Schubarl  (ZW  Smi  M 
dm  Grmktn  it.  tUmtrn,  1907,  t6f.). 

jCp.  dtnlell  and  Hunt,  Tki  Oxyriyaeim  tapyri,  v..  (1899)  pp.  1-3, 
nd  W.  Schobatt,  D*i  Butk  ia  dm  Criuitn  nin./  Aumfm.  190;,  pp.  toy  r. 

I  Not  by  ibe  snltior,  howeret.  "  QuU  lulct  radcm  eum|>la  pturit  iktt, 
qd  SM  amau  tnibil  ?'  (orf  Fam.  xviii,  1). 

I  So,  leo,  Seneca  (ad  Lmil.  xvi.  99.  i;  "  ciiinlulnm,  <|uiin  Kripti 
Haiutio,  earn  filiiun   patuulum   aminuel  el  dicciemi   uioJUlet  (etrc,  nU 
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letter  from  you  addressed  to  my  wry  own  self"  (arf  Fam.  xii 
30.  3).  Even  without  the  alteration  or  the  address,  a  lettet 
could  be  copied  and  scattered  broadcast  for  3  wider  audience  (so 
Cic.  ad  Aft.  viii-  9.  t),  in  which  cx^e  the  cj>ixtle  became  almost 
8  tract  or  pamphlet.  Such  must  have  been  the  method  with 
epistolary  homiiica  like  Galaiians,  1  Corinthians,  and  1  Peter, 
OS  well  »i  with  the  Apocalypse. 

In  the  case  of  the  NT,  the  autographs  themselves  perished  at 
in  early  dale.  That  ihcy  were  no  longrr  in  existence  in  the 
second  quarter  of  tlie  second  century  is  evident  from  the  fact 
that  Marcion  could  be  charged  with  falsifying  their  text.  Had 
the  autographs  been  available,  the  accusations  of  Terluilian  and 
Others  would  have  been  supei6uous ;  the  editors  and  cortectois 
of  the  text  would  have  been  refuted  simply  by  (he  production  of 
the  autograph  itself.  Within  less  than  a  century  [he  autograph 
of  the  apocalypse,  e.g.,  had  disappeared ;  a  number  of  copies 
existed  which  were  no  longer  uniform.*  Thii  h  hardly  to  be 
wondered  at ;  for,  once  a  document  was  copied,  there  would  not 
be  the  same  interest  in  preserving  the  lhi6ypa.^v.  Tertutlian 
scem.i  in  one  [KUixage  to  aj>|>eal  to  the  originab:  "percune 
ecclesias  apostolicas,  apud  quas  ipssc  adhuc  cftthcdne 
sposlolorum  suis  locts  pra^ident,  apud  quai  ipsae  authtntka 
Ultra  eoruni  recitantur,  sonantes  uocem  et  rcprarscni antes  facieni 
tiaiuBCuiiisquc "  [prtrstr.  hurtt.  36).  But  the  phrase  italicised 
probably  means  no  more  than  "originals,"  in  the  Knxe  of 
uncorrupled,  genuine  copies,  as  opposed  either  to  translations  or 
to  interpolated  (or  mutilated)  editions,  such  as  those  issued  by 
Marcion.  If  he  really  meant  autographs,  the  passage  would 
require  to  be  set  down  to  his  rhetorical  tcmpcrament.t 

NBinralty  ihe  wear  and  tou  wu  f«li  primarily  ■!  the  opaung  anil  U  the 
end  of  a  OMiiuuript.  Wcll'knnwn  iiulsncci  of  oprninK  tonimoM  having 
been  lou  arc  to  L«  fouml  In  PluUich'i  Vila  Titmiiltilii  and  Ihice  of  ihc 
booksof  theelderScnen't  CffH/rMMriiw.  ThiiU  whftt  unclcrtki  the  theories 
■bout  Hebrewi  hiving  Xasx  tU  urijpiinl  atlilcut,  arKl  Miik  itt  0[ii;injil  ending, 
b|'  acctdent.  The  cnors  of  top^isis  in  ihe  body  of  the  woik  eipUin  ihe 
Tarutioni  in  Apoc  ij"  (lien.  v.  30.  i,  it  ran  roti  aumi^oti  isl  i^x*^oit 
dfTiy^d^t  crX.),  etc,  ai  well  as  Ihe  pilmitiit  coniiptiont  which  muil  luve 


'Ori^cn  (in  Mt  19")  limilariy  alteitt  the  widispresd  divenitlcs  Id  tht 
COfNH  0'  (he  soipcli. 

t  Cp.  Cobal  and   Kueoeo's  NT  a4  fidtm  Cadkis  ValitaKi  (i860),  pp. 
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a\j,  unce  ihne  u  no  ((pplc  of  viriBtfnn  in  the  MSS  ot  venioM. 
A  cl««t  ame  o(  the  Utiet  occun  in  Ac  a*,  where  'Ivvtalat,  bttwcea  Miao- 
wm0lar  and  r«  loi  KamJuiav,  U  cctlainly  vrrine-  The  &licinKiiir««  u« 
loonk  il  ftltogclhcf  (to,  '.;.,  Ilunock.  ffyT,  lii.  65  f.),  or  lo  regard  il  m« 
complion  of  Siyte*  (Jerome  on  I*  11'*,  Bliut),  AuSlaw  (Benrlcf),  'AJm^ala* 
tN««)c  ZNtV.,  1908,  i5]-aj4l,  "ApM'la^  (Ten.  */p.  Jud.  7  ;  Au(;,  Cifirnt 
AMtf.  9),  'if^itaLu  |W.  n.  P.  Hitch.  iWM'.,  190S.  IS5-1S6).  'Itrii'  (u  in 
I  Hac  S*;  Omtdc,  £A'.  11691,  'IrSior  (ErMmiu,  Schcmd,  ZahnI, 'liii>ialai- 
(BeaitkT,  Buth,  Spilu),  01  Bitfiwla*  (cp.  below,  ■  Fun  Pete*,'  |  3.  note). 

When  an  epistle  of  Paul  <na  received  by  a  local  church,  it 
vould  be  laid  up  in  the  archives  of  (he  community  {ioinia, 
■i^tmor,  tiar^),  just  as  private  letters  were  collected  in  s  ftmily,* 
or  public  e|M*tles  in  the  pre-Christian  Jewish  synugogues. 
Copies  t  would  be  uken  and  issued  to  the  various  churches 
embfaced  in  th«  address.  In  a  town  of  any  tiie,  where  there 
were  Kreral  houie-churchis  (Col  4'*),  an  epistle  would  be 
probably  copied,  even  though  it  was  not  a  circular  letter ;  but 
(rom  Col  4**  we  may  infer  that  the  exchange  of  letters  between 
churches  was  not  jvl  a  mntter  of  course  A  church  would 
leUin  its  own  IciIct,  normally.  Was  it  taken  out  from  time  to 
time  for  purposes  J  of  diacuasion  or  reference  ?  or  did  the  church 
read  tbc  epistle  regularly  at  worv^hip  }  The  incidental  reference 
of  Ptiny  {tp.  X.  98)  is  silent  on  any  dt-ayfOHnt,  and  the  evidence 
nl  Jusdn  shows  that  it  was  the  gospels  and  books  of  the  OT 
pnpbels  which  were  read  weekly.  But  the  growing  prestige  of 
the  apostle*  roust  have  led  during  the  early  part  of  the  second 
centtuT  to  the  reading  of  their  epistles  as  a  part  of  public 
worship,  though  the  process  of  their  elevation  to  the  rank  of 
scriptures  remains  obscure-  Eventually,  the  church  auihonciei 
became  responsible  for  what  was  thus  read,  nj  we  sec  from  the 
«ell-knowD  case  of  Serapion.g  The  distinguishing  characterutic 
of  canonical  writings  was  that  they  were  read  aloud  in  the 
wotsUp  of  the  churches.  Subsequently  a  distinction  was  drawn 
beiweea  wiilings  which  were   read   on  Sundays  and  writings 

•  Cp.  Peter,  Dtr  Brief,  pp.  33  f. 

t  Cp>  DqudK>ia  Pauly-Wiaoirs'i  Xial-Emtyritfditittlirtlt*r.  AlUrtamf 

t  Pffhapi  abo  to  lei  tndi<^diul  membm  oop)'  out  pan*  of  it  fbv  thdr 
own  porpoMa. 

I  TbecrowtnK  uBllyoflhe  church,  and  ihe  need  of  iarq[a«r<lln|;ChrbtEini 
hon  htmleal  (criiMuiei^  led  10  Ihir  i;ipi'l  i1ilT>i>>ion  of  (he  NT  wrlling* ;  but 
lUi  was  bj  nft  nnM  unirurtn.  u  the  rvlilence  of  (he  Canon  In  varioua 
dilitllB  Is  VMVgh  to  prove,  cxMpl  in  Ihc  cue  of  Ihe  gospels. 
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which,  though  used  for  cdilication,  did  not  attain  to  this  rank. 
Bui  the  primitive  age  of  Christianity  lcn«i*  nothing  of  ihtt 
cUsiificalion. 

The  allusions  to  reading  in  Ihe  early  Christian  literature 
almost  invariably  (Mlc  13",  A[ioc  i",  i  Ti  4'*)  denote  the 
public  fcading  of  the  scriptures  in  Ihe  churches.*  How  far 
the  earl^  Christians,  and  even  the  apostles,  were  able  to  read,  b 
uncertain.  The  accomplishment  was  not  universal,  and  although 
the  education  of  Ihe  avenge  Christian  in  the  primitive  church 
need  not  be  ranked  SO  low  a%,  e.g.,  by  Paul  Gbue  in  his 
monograph  on  J)ie  y/>rUsuHg  heiUgfr  Sihrifltn  in  Gotteiditnste 
(Teil  i.,  1907),  pp.  13-30,  still,  the  fact  that  many  members 
were  comparatively  uneducated,  and  thai  even  when  they  were 
not  the  spokttu  word  was  preferred  in  wor«hi|i — thin,  together 
with  the  expense  of  copies,  corroborates  the  view  that  the  large 
maj<trity  of  carty  Christians  knew  their  scriptures  mainly  by  the 
hearing  of  the  ear. 

Tlie  piaclitt  of  re«iliii|[  aloud  one'i  own  romponlloiu  wu  •  coroHaiy  to 
the  earlier  habit  of  leciiing  the  worki  of  dead  authon.  In  Ihe  fbrnm  caae 
th«  object  wu  wnieiimct  to  bcnrlil  ihe  audience;  reading  Ihut  te*etnbled 
the  modctn  Icciute  (cp.  Gpicl.  Din.  \i\.  13.  7(.)'  &"t  moic  often  an 
anthoi  redled  his  work  to  a  choten  audiaic«  in  order  to  £ei  ihcit  critical 
opanion.  "  The  audience  at  rrcliallun*  may  lie  cninpnicd  with  the  modem 
literary  leviewi,  diichiiEing  the  funciiotii  of  a  prevcntire  and  emcndatury, 
not  merely  of  a  coneciionil  triLiunnl.  Before  publicalion  a  work  fnight  (ho* 
become  known  to  more  hcarcri  ilinn  it  would  now  find  icadcrt ;  in  the  same 
wiy  (pedmem  of  •  fonhooming  work  are  now  made  known  thiougti  popular 
mogaiinet.  After  publication  t  it  mifhl  itiill  be  rtcitnl,  not  only  by  the 
author,  but  by  others,  with  or  without  hit  leave,  in  the  country  01  the 
|iroTinaei  ai  well  aa  in  the  cily,  befuie  public  or  priviie  uiemblics''  (Uayor 
00  Jn*.  3*).  It  b  llic  laltn  pri^licc  wliich  throwt  liehl  on  the  propagation 
and  drciilaiion  of  the  early  Chii^itan  scriptures,  which  were  not  written  lor 
any  litetvy  endi,  Thit  appliet  cren  to  liletary  epittlct  like  Jamei  anJ 
Ephninn*,  which  weic  puioralt,  written  for  no  definite  audience.  Tlie 
homily,  cut  in  the  form  of  an  epistle,  wu  a  iccoEnitetl  liicrary  featsrc 
among  Jewish  and  Greek,  u  well   lu   Roman,!  citclei,  before  the  early 


*  The  recitation  of  the  goipeMloriei  in  the  Antioch  cliuich  waa  pmbahly 
a  tourcc  of  inCotmatkm,  «^.,  far  Luke  (cp.  Salmon'*  llumua  £itmtnt  in 
Gnfeii,  pp.  16  f.). 

(■  On  the  meaning  of  '  publimliiiii.'  *«e  G.  H.  fotnam't  ilulJkert  and 
tJUir  Pmbli.-iti  Aaiian  Timit*  {i%<m).  pp.  78 1 

t  GccTo's  leltti  to  LcniidUA  Spiniher(ai/  h'am.  L  9),  i.g.,  approximatta 
to  a  phildCophical  diicouiK  or  a  Epcech,  and  iIm  famoua  CtmmtnlariWum 
fttUi»mit  b  u  moch  an  cai^  on  poliiical  mcihodi  u  uiyihio);  dte.  Foe 
lUntm  examplet  of  the  eptatolaiy  «^»Twy4  la  Roman  UKfilure,  tee  Nnnlca 
Jn/fo-wia(i9os),  pp-  5^f. 
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OiHukm  b«s«B  to  write.  Even  ihouch  it  wm  miiktd,  (at  Hie  wke  of 
wriihiMi,  trf  appcali  lo  tMrtri  and  the  liLc,  It  wu  iloiKned  orij-inillj  knd 
dlrtKlly  for  mdrn.  The  urlr  CKriitian  homily  thared  rhcw  chamctcrlttlct 
of  fafM,  but  li  wu  utttmaiHy  d«l|'Md  lo  reach  ainlifncu  nM  iadividuali, 
and  ihe  dimtMl  wm  public  rovdine  in  (^thehngt  lot  aonbip. 


VII. 

SOA/E  UTERARY  CHARACTERISTICS  OF  TltE  AT 
WRITIMGS. 

This  practice  of  reading  atoud  tlie  M:ri[riurc«,  even  (>eforc 
they  wfrc  Krii>iurcs  In  the  canonical  sctisc  of  the  iGrm,  helped 
10  detetmine  in.seniitily  their  htt^rary  forni.  It  was  a  ])re-nala1 
inRucncc  The  profound  effect  which  Plato  asccibcs  to  Hotner 
in  Hellenic  education  iind  politico  was  due  to  hranng  laihcr 
thin  to  MMiing.  It  was  the  solemn  and  didactic  rtciuiiion  of  Ihe 
poems  by  ^^^>£ai,  who  vitighi  to  bring  home  not  onl>~  the  words 
but  the  spirit  of  Homer,  which  enabled  the  audience  to  suxiaia 
its  feding  of  kinship  with  the  original.  The  influence  of  the 
early  Christian  writings,  particularly  the  goa|)cU,  operated  under 
MRiUar  conditions.  TTic  large  majority  of  Chrislians  only 
IJ5ier>cd  to  them  in  worship  or  learnt  their  contents  in  the 
catechetical  instruction  of  the  churdi.  Both  tetters  and  gospels, 
as  well  as  the  tracts  which  we  know  as  homilies  and  pastorals, 
were  written  for  the  tnost  part  with  this  end  in  view ;  their  close 
conrMction  with  the  address  and  the  dialogue  (see  above,  pp.  48/.) 
determined  their  adherence  to  the  forms  and  spirit  of  a  rhetoric 
wbicfa  corresponded  to  the  needs  of  actual  life. 

The  so-called  metrical  pros'.-,  or  prose  which  recognised  Ihe 
ose  of  a  certain  rlausula,  passed  from  the  A«ialic  school  of 
rhetoric  with  some  of  the  Roman  authors,  such  as  Seneca,  Pliny, 
and  Cicero,  who  managed  to  preserve  ease  and  freedom  under 
a  more  or  less  conscious  recognition  of  ceruin  general  but 
unwritten  lavs  of  rhythm  and  diction.  The  existence  of  this 
rhythmic  element  need  not  be  supposed  to  impair  necessarily 
the  spontaneity  of  a  writing.  Ancient  stantlards  of  composition 
admitted,  even  in  writings  of  fresh  and  apparently  unstudied 
giao^  soch  OS  Cicero's   letters  of  consolation,*  a  scrupulous 

*ZielinU*s  IMi  CUair^rlt  in  CitfiVi  Reitn  (igot)  b  dltonntd  by 
A.  C  Clafkc  [Ciaii.  Ret/.,  1905.  164 f.)-  ^"d  Bornccque't  la  Ptvu  M4tHftM 
I  It  C*rrti/tndtmct  A  a./TM.  t^  Prof.  Tjmi\  iffirma/i.,  19QJ,  a89r.). 
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attention  to  the  niceties  of  rliythm,  cadence,  and  accent,  and 
a  care  for  laws  of  sound  in  style  which  may  seem  Elraincd  and 
hyper-ingenious  to  modem  tastes.  Modem  theorists  often  stale 
it  in  extravagant  forniB.  But,  fanciful  methods  apart,  if  ihc 
ancients  really  read  with  their  ears  as  well  ax  with  their  e>'es,* 
it  ii  quite  intelligible  how  even  prose  style,  as  Cicero  and 
Quintitian  tnaintain,  could  obsen'c  certain  poetical  canons ; 
without  beini;  metrical,  as  AriatoUc  put  it,f  prose  style  must  not 
be  wholly  unrhythmical,  History,  said  Quintilian,  is  next  to 
poetry;  it  is  fuodam  moio  carmint  soitttum,  and  I.uke's  writings 
show  how  effective  cadences  and  easy  rhythms  could  be  present 
to  the  mind  of  an  ancient  writer  whose  aim  was  to  convince  arvd 
impress,  not  to  display  the  finish  and  master)'  of  his  own  style, 
nor  to  observe  hard  and  fast  canons  of  rhythm.  Thus  It  is 
with  e«ly  Christian  writings  like  Hebrews  just  as  with  some 
of  tile  most  effective  prosc-orationa  of  antiquity;  they  were 
composed  by  men  trained  in  this  spirit  of  artistic  symmetry.  In 
the  minds  of  those  who  composed  Or  read  the  early  Christian 
books  there  was  no  primary  thought  of  intellectual  entertainment. 
None,  with  the  partial  <.-3ceplions  of  the  two  Lucan  writings 
and  Hebrews,  can  be  described  as  a  literary  product.  Faith 
was  their  gctm  and  their  design.  They  were  composed  and 
employed  to  edify  the  Christian  communities  for  which  they 
were  originally  written,  and  among  which  they  came  to  circulate 
But  some  at  least  of  them,  like  many  earlier  works  in  classical 
literature,  are  instances  of  ho*  Style  and  fervour  were  not 
incompatible,  and  how  they  were  meant  to  catch  the  bearer's 
heart,  as  the  Christian  message  fell  efTcctivcly  upon  his  ean,"  " 
The  presence  of  this  rhetorical  element  In  the  early  Christian 
writers  is  felt  in  icminisccnocs  of  figures  common  lo  the  Greek 
prose  of  the  dny,t  and  in  the  contttuciion  of  sentences  and 
even  larger  sections,  as,  e^;.,  in  an  epistle  like  Hebrea-s.  The 
fonner    is    illustrated    by   plays    on    words    like   Aj^-Xm/im, 

*  Som«  of  r>ul'x  cpiillci.  like  thote  of  Ignktiut,  ealn  incredltily  in 
cmphuii  when  md  iliiiiil.  Pntilic  inKlIiig  mutt  have  brought  out  their 
point  ttF.A  charm,  in  many  piuie<«. 

t  In  ch.  vfiL  of  hit  SWU^i  (bk.  ]l  he  handki  the  iwed  and  UraitVie  of 
rtiythn  in  literary  praw,  Cp.  <k.  U  HMitriokwo:  b  Amttr.  Jnint.  ^ 
mUl^S  (■934l>  ■*<'f..  *'><1  ihcKmer*!  dliKuwicn  in  Noidcn,  1.  9a f.,  tj4<. 

;  Cp.  'he  (tiflectlon  nf  Pinfinc  ituWncri  in  J.  F.  BiHIcha't  nwy,  dt  fanr- 
»em^tia /imtimh^tu ri fifttrii  Pmlf  af«rltt» fnpmtatit  {\jti\nie,  t8a4),  ami 
R.  Bnlimuin's  Atf  Ar/taM/.  PnHif  m,  M  *fi>iult.iM4tt»t  Dtatriti {xytt/i. 
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voXAut  voXAi^t  (a  Co  S^J,  etc  The  parallelism  of  th«  Greek 
prose  (wnpimtvK)  and  of  later  L&tin  writers  like  Apul«ii»,  how- 
ever, is  one  of  form  rather  than  of  thought  t  (so  Norden,  ofi,  at.  u. 
816  r.)  i  the  Semitic  iiarallcliKm,  like  that  of  the  Finnish  Kalevala, 
develops  an  idea  in  two  or  more  strophes,  and  this  is  specially 
cbanctctistic  of  the  slrophcs  and  anti-sirophcs  in  the  gospels. 
It  b  in  Paul,  particularly,  that  the  style,  for  all  its  rabbinic  dialectic, 
flhowfl  ttacCB  of  the  Hellenic  clement,  due  to  the  widespread 
influence  of  rhetoric  on  pro-Christian  prose,  especially  in  Asia 
Miiwr ;  it  is  denoted  by  the  presence  of  balanced  periods  I  and 
•  deafly  marked  evolution  of  strophic  formations,  with  themes, 
refrains,  etc  Special  attention  was  piid  to  the  sequence  of 
accents  in  a  sentence.  As  the  writing  was  often  written  to  be 
read  aloud,  it  was  composed  by  one  whose  car  was  sensitive 
to  tbe  harmony  of  the  style,  the  fall  of  the  antithesis,  and  the 
miisic  of  the  period.  More  than  once  in  Paul  it  becomes  an 
open  question  whether  he  is  quoting  from  an  early  Christian 
bjnn^  or  developing  half-unconscioutly  the  antitheses  of  his 
Rowing  thought    A  good  case  in  point  is  furnished  by  i  Co 

iytifrtai  it  A^Oapai^' 
iyttprfiu  it  flitiT 
iyrlp€Tai  tr  Ai/ifii^L 

Eliewbere,  however,  tbe  genuine  rbetoric§  of  tbe  speaker  is 

"  F<uUici  rn,  in  Ro  »'  $'•  ii*  14". 

t  Cp.  E.  do  Mcril's  Eiiai  fiiitufiiifiM  mr  U frimiifi  #/  l4t/trmu  4t  /« 
mn^fitmiUn  {ttity  t>p-  47  f- 

:  Cp.   J.   Schmidl  on  '  dat  rbyUimiiche  Elcmcnl  In  CScero't  RcdetT 
llfiemer  StuJifH.   189],  pp.    »>9  f.>,  with   Blui  oa   rhythm   in   lh«  Atli' 
OfWOn  {.Vrue  yaArt.  Jliritt  Uaii,  AlliriHBi.  1900,  4i6'4j)).  '"i^  H.  Pclci 
(MA.  1896.  pp.  637-654.  'ihciorik  u.   Touic  im  klui.  Altcnhun'i  Dt' 
Bri^,  pfi.  15  f.,  on  rhjthmic  cicmeni  in  cpuiulogtiphy). 

|Cp.  ].  VTrlu,  ^ilrip ttir  f<Hliitii<lmi  A'ttttrit  [itptiM  bom  7\St.J, 
dii  Jti/fairm  J.  MHBn/.  I*'|j»nif4.</i>  (190S),  pp.  II  [.,  Heiniid  |—  Meyer, 
«  (V.*4j6  t.y,  uid  U.  «on  Wilamowiii  in  Dir  Kulturdir  Ctermiarl,  i.  8, 
ppi  ISA  t.  Bku  {Di*  A'iylkmm  Jtr  atian.  uad  t3m.  Kumtprosa,  1905, 
SK.,  1906,  304  f.)  bu  pushed  ibi»  Uieoiy  lo  eKUcna,  which  invDlv*  an 
afUtniy  imlninit  at  the  Psulina  text  and  an  unrml  ctilnuio  or  ihe 
apoMlt'f  UHnry  amUtlont  (cp.  Dclnntann.  TLZ.,  1905.  131  f. ;  W.  G. 
|«>dM,   ThmL  UlNnhir-StaU,  1905,   481  {.,  and  Norden,   GGA.,  1901, 
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felt  through  the  written  words;  they  show  unpremei£tated  ait 
of  the  highest  quality,  as,  e.g.,  in  passages  like  the  hymn  to  love 
(i  Co  13^  01  the  great  apostrophe  and  exulting  psean  of  Ro 
gtu_  <■  How  such  language  of  the  heart  must  have  penetrated 
the  souls  of  people  who  were  accustomed  to  listen  to  the  silly 
rigmaroles  of  the  Sophists  I  In  such  passages  the  diction  of  the 
apostle  rises  to  the  heights  of  Plato  in  the  Phadrui  "  (Norden, 
ii.  506).  In  short,  with  Christianity  "the  language  of  the  heart 
was  bom  again.  Since  the  hymn  of  Cleanthes  nothing  at  once 
so  heart-felt  and  magnificent  had  been  written  in  Greek  as  Paul's 
hymn  to  love  "  (Hid,  iL  459). 

Elsewhere  in  the  NT  fragments  of  hymns  can  be  definitely 
found,  «^.  in  I  Ti  3^' : 

If  i^rtpiifii  4r  iroful, 
Mkui^  it  rrivftan, 

Sft^  dTTAiKi, 
inipixS'^  /'  Ifrtcir, 
iruTTt66ri  ^r  KiefUif, 

Tliis  is  a  piece  of  early  Christian  hymnody  (cp.  Col  3",  Eph 
5'*;  Pliny's  £f.  x.  98),  written  in  short  cola  with  o/uKorcXcvra 
(cp.  Norden,  Antike  Kutistprosa,  ii.  852  f.),  which  probably 
served  as  a  semi -liturgical  confession  of  faith  (Klopper,  ZIVT., 
1903,  336  f.).  The  early  church,  for  all  its  defects,  had  not  yet 
lost  sight  of  the  truth  that  any  creed  worthy  of  acceptance  should 
be  fit  for  use  in  the  praise  and  worship  of  believing  men.  A 
similar  five-lined  stanza,  on  the  birth  of  Jesus,  is  inserted  in  the 
nineteenth  ode  of  Solomon  (cp.  TU.  xxxv.  4,  p.  51),  3  Ti  jU-i* 
is  another  fragment  of  an  early  hymn : 

d  yifi  vurarcBitoiur,  mil  aur^oiur' 
tt  liToiUKiiitr,  tei  o-u»^affiX(i}ffo;if » ■ 
ti  iprtieliiuBa,  Kintaiai  if¥-liatTai  iiii&V 
tl  ArtiOravfuv,  iKtirot  ttrrij  fUrn. 

The  hymns  in  the  Apocalypse  and  possibly  the  songs  in  Uc  1—3 
are  further  instances  of  early  Christian  song.  It  was  not  until 
later  that  verse  included  polemic  (cp.  Iren.  i,  15.  6), 

593  f.).  For  other  Ikerary  forms,  e.g.  the  i-opo^oX^,  (he  mpM/Ja,  the  iropla, 
KUd  the  allcgoiy,  sec  pp.  77  (,,  313  f.  of  Konig's  Slyli:lik,  Rktlarik,  Potiik  in 
Bttug  auf  dit  iiiliseke  Ltticratur  (1900),  PRE,  vi.  6S8r.  and  xvii.  733f., 
XDA.EHE.L  328  f. 
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t.iTitATVRK. — The  ptuiiiic  ootnmtnUriei  (qi.  C.  H.  Turner,  DB.  t.  4X4- 
5JO,  wtA  JTS.  IT.  i34f.)  on  Paul'a  cpltilM  mc  mote  nlunble  lor  ri«ce)iii 
ttan  lor  hiaorial  criildun ;  iheir  oounandJnB  conlribmioni  we  the  Mrly 
twiBlf  I  ttT  CtnytoHoiD  and  '  AmlmniaWer '  (fourth  ccnlary),  [h(  editiMU 
oT  TbwdoTC  of  Mop«ti»i(>  (ed.  Swei«,  Cambridge,  ili8o-3),  ThMdofel 
of  GptA,  PcUgius,  uid  EuihaUui,  (rom  the  lifih  ccnluiy,  followed  by 
JtdiB  of  Dimaicns  (ci^btb  cmlury),  Miurut  of  M«yence  (njnih  ocntut]'), 
Oconwniut  (tenth  century),  Theophylacl.  Pelci  the  Lombard,  and 
Eutl^nilM  iSgabenoa  (IwetfUi  ceolury],  with  the  thirteenth  cenlurjr  txf^itie 
of  namu  Aqainas,  NIooIh  of  Lyra't  ptrftMa  failUU  (foarteenih  century), 
•ad  tb«  Aftemih  ceniary  AnaMoiitnts  of  Laurentiui  Vnllo.  The  tiiteenth 
ccntniy  witneucd  i  »Iij;hl  increstc  of  aiirniion  to  the  hitlorioJ  cnvitonmtat 
of  the  cputlci,  alihoji-h  dogiiuuic  prepaueuiont  itill  conirollcd  (he  luge 
Bujatily of comnienulor).  Riimui  catholic  {t.f.  Eiaitnui.  AniKlaiitius,  ijio. 
flpVfJtrmi*!  in  traui  tfutfiat  f'auli,  1511  ;  Calliaiinm.,  1551  ;  (liecoriiM, 
I JC«  i  MaUonalu* ;  Ettiiu ;  Coraeliui «  Lapide.  t6js  {tmt  ed.  by  PniloTini, 
Rone.  l9Ci8t.l  ud  Lnndcr,  C*mmtKlaria  in  ifiil.  tmmt  S.  PtuH,  Pnria, 
l66j)alKl  ProUttant  \i^.  Dugenhagcn'!  Anntlaiiena,  1521 ;  N.  llcmmlnfc, 
I5JI;  ZwiDcli'i  AilnMaliinti  [Zurich,  ISJ9,  pp.  Ji8-39)(  Calvin;  II. 
BnDiDfer't  Cemmtn/arii  [Ziiiich,  1544,  49$-55tii  Zanchi't  C^mmtHlarim 
IJMi  *B^  Ben).  The  mod  notable  coniribuliont  from  the  (cvenleenlh 
oeatnij,  in  ih«  ihape  of  complete  editions,  are  the  woiki  of  J.  PUcalor 
{Amalfiii  l«giia^.  Paul.  1638),  ConrMi  Vaniiua,  Groll^i*  (1641).  Balduin 
(l6S5l  Cappeaui  It^sS),  Cbemmu  (1667),  Locke  (16S4).  M.  I'ole,  SyH^ii 
(*«1.  iv.,  1694).  and  Haairoonil  <i699).  The  eiyhleenth  crnluiy  produoed 
tlie  R.  C.  cipoaitioti*  of  Bematdlnui  a  Piconio  (170J).  Aleiandte  Noel 
(Rodcn.  1710),  Haidouin  the  Jesuit,  and  Anl,  Remy  (1739),  logeiher  with 
BcBgel't  peat  CiMHiun  (t74a>,  betidn  the  Cum  fkibltpta  tt  rriiiiat  in  x 
fnuntrti  S.  fimli  rfisitlia  of  J.  C  Wolf  (1734),  Kyplte'a  Oittnalitmi 
ttfrmim  Mvi  Ttitamtmli  Htn$  (17J5],  J,  D.  Michoelis,  Parapknuii  ttmd 
Annirkutttm  airr  dit  Britft  Patdi'  (i^t^),  RotenmQIltt't  :>VA#/i<i  (1777), 
•adj.  D.  ICo|ipe'*  edition  of  the  NT  (ic<»nd  ed.  1791). 

Tha  ■iacCMalh  century  hat  pioduced  several  mote  or  less  compteie 
■dlliaM  of  tke  PisIiDC  epiillo.  nolatily  ihoie  of  J.  F.  %Vt<n(;art  {Ctmmtmt- 
mrta*  ftrfttwia  in  Jtttm  aftjieli  Pauli  fiMU  uUgf  ditwU  tf-HleUi  miiMm, 
Cothk,  tSl6},  T.  BeUhani  (l-ond"n,  iSaj),  Alfoid  {Gmi  TiitamnU,  ii.-iu.), 
D^nuin  (iV6af.),  and  Wordtxodh*  (1871),  with  Scholi  (1S30),  Wlnact 
((SHKdc  WeKcflSjSf.),  UUhaosen  (l840f.|,  Tnmbnll  (1854],  BlomRcld'i 
\finti  TttUmml  Ii8s5).  Ewald  {SiiditArtittn  At  Pltaltu,  1857),  liiipiiic's 

nk»  U^mSimik  tu  dtf   Btitfm   PatH  (l85JtX   Rcn>i  {Im  tfttrti 
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JtMUn.,  1878,  in  the  thin]  volume  of  hie  N'T  Section  nf  La  SfUr),  Htrdt 
[Sxtgrl.  CumntHlar  ih  9  Brit/rm,  Elbeifeld,  18S1),  Manouiy  (Paii*.  1S7S- 
81),  V.  RinitMiKl  (Puru,  iSSS),  L.  lJ.inn<,'l  (lAuunne,  1S911),  ;.  van 
Sl«cnk.i>te  (Camttnilaniti  in  amsrs  S.  Paili  i/Hiltlai,  Bruges,  tS^g),  B. 
Weiu  (vol.  ii.  nf  hii  Dai  NT  Handatttiobi,  1901),  uxl  A.  L«moaii]rei 
{Afltra  (k  S.  rim/',  Tarn,  1905). 

Sqioralc  intioduclinns  to  the  Pauline  epi>tlet  have  been  iuued  by  tl. 
BOIIgvr  {Sttlrigr  tur  Einlrituitx  in  Uit  fatiliH.  Hritft.  GiillinKCH,  ltlj7  f.). 
P.J.  Glong  (Edinbui^h,  1S74),  and  Dr.  R.  O.  Shaw*  lEainbureh,  1909). 
The  epiiitn  are  alvi  ctrnimcnled  on  in  leveral  of  the  ipeeial  monogtaplis  on 
Paul,  t^.  ihote  in  English  by  Lewln,  Conybcaie  and  KaHiton,  and  Fairar, 
in  French  by  Rcnan.  and  In  Gerrnaci  by  Clemen  and  Schradcr. 

When  the  Scillitan  mari/rs  were  asked  what  thejr  lud  in 
their  satchel  or  chest,  their  leader  Speratus  reptied:  Mibri 
[al  naff  ^na%  fiifi>M,  i.e.  the  gospels]  et  epiitulie  Pauli  uiri  lusti.' 
This  was  in  A.D.  180.  But  the  unique  position  assigned  by  the 
church  to  Paul's  epixt!e»  can  be  traced  back  to  the  age  prcccdit^ 
Marcion.  Marcion  drew  up  an  edited  collection  of  the  apostle's 
letters.  The  church's  collection  may  have  been  occaiioned,  in 
self-defence,  by  fht«  notion,  but  the  prohability  is  (cp.  C.  H, 
Turner  'm/TS.  x.  357 1.)  that  as  Marcion's  edition  of  Luke  was 
constructed  out  of  the  church's  third  gospel,  so  his  Pauline 
canon  was  'a  similar  rtfchauff^  of  an  existing  Pauline  collection 
in  the  church.'  Whether  this  eerfut  J'ttuHnum  can  be  dated  as 
early  as  the  age  of  Ignatius,  or  even  earlier  (as  Zahn  argues)) 
is  a  question  which  can  only  be  B«kcd,  in  the  jiaucity  of  the 
available  evidence.  It  ia  hardly  likely  thai  the  idea  of  such  a 
collection  occurred  to  Paul  or  to  any  one  during  his  lifetime,* 
but  if  the  church  at  Philippi  vras  anxious  to  poiisesB  any  extant 
letters  of  Ignatius  (Polyk.  aJ  Phil.  13),  it  is  reasonable  to  infer 
that  a  sitniUr  ilesire  must  have  already  prompted  local  collections 
of  Paul's  letters,  long  before  there  was  any  thought  of  ranking  them 
with  the  scriptures  {3  P  3").  This  would  be  rendered  possible 
by  the  close  communications  t  between  churches,  not  only  in 
one  diiitrict  but  abroad.  What  b  certain  b  that  the  early 
Chrblian  liietaiure  begins  for  us  with  Paul's  correspondence. 

G*Msit,  says  Tertullian  in  the  fifth  book  of  his  treatise 
againit  Marcion,  Genesis  premised  me  Pcul  Umg  dg».  For,  he 
adds  (playing  on  a  Latin  rendering  of  On  49*^},  tvAen  Jacoh 
was  frffnauiuing  lypieal  and  profhttit  bUttimgt  vf^n  his  tout.  Me 

*  He  liwl  noi  Ihc  lllrtuy  ««lf>contci()U»n<«>  of  Cicero  {AH.  vA.  ^  5), 
t  C|>.  ilainick.  MAC.  L  369^ 
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tMmtd  to  Benjamin  and  said,  '  Brnjamin  it  a  rawning  wolf ;  in 
the  morming  he  thai!  dexfour  hit  prey,  tut  lawardt  evening  he  thall 
pnvidi  /oirf.'  Ut  fortsme  thai  Ban!  woitld  spring  from 
Benjamin,  *a  ravening  wolf,  devouring  hit  prey  in  the  morning' : 
that  it,  in  early  life  he  u-oulj  lay  v^aste  the  ftotht  of  God  as  a 
ftrututor  of  tie  ehurchts  ;  then  Icwardt  etiening  he  would  provide 
food:  thai  it,  in  his  deelining  years  he  would  train  the  sheep  of 
Christ  as  a  leather  of  the  natioM.  This  Etncifut  exegesis  of  the 
African  Father  brings  out  the  fxct  that  Paul  did  not  begin  to 
write  the  letters  by  which  he  b  beat  known  until  he  had  been  a 
Cbrittian  for  about  twenty  years.  So  far  as  it  can  be  rccon- 
•traded  from  the  extant  sources,  the  activity  of  Paul  as  a 
Christian  erangclixl  and  apostle  falls  into  two  main  periods  or 
paaaafies.*  The  first  of  these,  (ti)  covering  about  seventeen 
jevs,  includes  his  work  in  ra  kAi'^to  r^i  Svpiat  ica!  -nfl  KiAm'at, 
with  Tarsus  and  Aniioch  as  his  headquarten  (Gal  i*"-,  Ac  9" 
ii"'-)i  and  Barnabas  as  his  main  coadjutor.  The  second  {*) 
datea  from  the  crisis  at  Jcrusalcin,  which  impelled  him  to  go 
fiirther  afield  (Ac  15*"'  16*'');  aAer  hesitating  about  his  route 
and  sphere,  be  started  upon  the  great  mission  to  Asia  Minor, 
Macedonia,  and  Achaia,  which  occupied  him  for  wt  or  seven 
years  (Ac  19*',  cp.  Ro  15**).  His  coadjutors  now  were 
principally  Ktas  and  Timotheus.  Thereafter  he  was  evi- 
dently planning  a  mission  to  Spain.  The  Southern  Mediter- 
ranean he  pobably  passed  by,  as  Egypt  was  being  already 
evangclitedit  but  in  the  Western  Mediterranean  he  hoped  to 
break  fresh  ground,  and  en  route  to  Spain  he  arranged  to  pay  a 
toog-deferTcd  vi&it  to  the  church  at  Rome.  Meantime,  he  had 
to  discharge  his  duly  to  the  church  at  Jerusalem,  by  handing 
ovet  the  proceeds  of  the  collection  made  by  the  Chrisilans  of 
Macedonia  and  Adiata  on  behalf  of  the  poor  saints  in  the 
Jewish  capital.  The  untoward  result  of  his  visit  is  well  known. 
He  left  Jerusalem  a  prisoner,  was  confined  for  two  years  at 
OEsarea,  and  fiiully  reached  Rome  in  custody.  So  (ar  as  vre 
can  see,  he  did  not  regain  his  freedom.  The  projected  lour  to 
Spain  had  to  be  abandoned,  and  he  never  revisited  Asia  Minor. 

*  "Hm  ohkf  schem*  of  itirn  miuian-iouri  I*  to  be  abandoned  in  brour 
[  (bli  dlviaoo  of  fa«  acliTily  uilo  two  miuioo-sphcrM  (cp.  von  Dobuhutt, 
r  Ai  afnteJAAtn  Xfilalfen,  I904.  pp-  SSf.). 
t  Sm  >tuM<k,  M^C.  i.  7jr.  ;  Zahn,  .VJiiim  ami  dim  l.tten  d.  ailtm 
Jtin^'fiSgS),  Ui^I  Holbu,  PtuI  and /'•lutinim  i,i%lO),  ^.  i.{-a&. 
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The  exutnc  letten  or  the  apostle  fall   within  or  ader  the 
second  period,  that  is,  in  the  htc  ftftcrnoon  or  his  career.     If  he 
wrote  uiiy  letters  {nevious  to  the  crbis  at  Jerusalem,  they  have 
perbhed.    The  letters  to  the  churches  of  Thessalonika,  Galatia, 
Corinth,  and  Rome  dale  Irom  (/•);  the  rest  of  the  epistles,  so  far 
as  they  are  genuine,  arc  the  correspondence  of  a  prisoner,  and 
were  composed  either  at  Ca»an:a  or  more  probably  at  Rome. 
Their    relative    order    can    be    determined    with    approximate 
accuracy,  but  ihnr  exact  dates  arc  bound  up  with  chronological 
calculations  bated  on  I'acitus  and  Joscphus,  as  well  as  on  early 
Christian  tradition,   which  are  still   matters  of  disinite.    Th« 
following   table  (cp,    //AT.    latf,),    reflecting  usually  the  old 
schematism  of  the  three  journeys,  will  give  some  idea  of  the      fl 
variety  of  critical  opinion  upon  the  chronology  of  the  apostle's  life :       V 
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■  DB.  L  «i}-4>t:  /TS.  iii.  iR-iA                                                                                           ^_ 

*  C/lUmuttm-'rr'i  •rn/.  Zrtlvrri^ltmillt  (iSei^                                                                                  ^H 
^frmtn/.^rilfuilCtitdlnXB  ■!-•;:  ill<It'n>ilr  In  v«md*].  i«A                               ^H 
*^4.  tv-nkli-ilv.iic.                                                                                                              ^1 

*  Slmllikiljr  Lumm  UfT  Sladti*,  tt-^t),  pkdnf  ibt  H<:siid  litii  is  47,  tiaim,  lb*        ^H 
ApiI  mil  in  tr^jo.  »nd  tb«  wcond  in  ^f-iu                                                                                 ^^M 

lACL.u.i.tii-in-                                                    '<1>4.  1(4,  i;i,  IWi                            ^H 
*f/l£.  ■>.  Ai-M,  (nd  /.Vr.  Hi.  (ja(.                                                                                     ^H 
*SFT.  ^j(.,  HHvtwJ  In  /'■■MwuV'rVr  JtnAnO^cA  I1t(.                                       ^M 

A  word  may  be  added  on  the  problem  of  th»  authenticity  *      H 
of  the  Pauline  letters.    Their  criticism  has  passed  through   a      H 

*  *  AuIbcDiit,'  lo  ihi*  coDnrclioa  u  cbcwlieic  in  Ihe  criijcian  of  the  NT.       ^M 
"hai  i«f«tence  lo  the  oriGiD    otHj,  not  lo  the  conttnti;  lo  «>*  ihai  ■       ^M 
documcDt  u  auiheniic  is  mncly  lo  My  itwl  it*  oiiifin  it  ccnain,  not  llut  its      ^M 
oontcnu  tt  ((M  froBi  ertoi "  (C.  V.   I.anGlui»  and  C  Selgnoboa,   /mtrp-      ^H 
*ulim  MM  //Mlu  AiMrifiti,  Kng.  ti.  iS^H,  p.  1 J9).                                           ^M 
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pbi«c  corresponding,  Tor  ciuinplc.  to  that  nhich  has  occurred 
ift  ihr  itiixtic  cslim^iie  uf  Giorgione'x  pkturtK:  nficr  successirv 
TcidicU  which  unreasonably  reduced  (he  number  of  the  genuine 
to  a  miniuiuni,  the  applioition  or  a  less  rigid  and  marc  accurate 
standard  haa  at  last  revealed  the  existence  of  a  larger  number  of 
authentic  cant-ascs  in  the  one  case  and  of  epistles  in  the  otiiei. 
Thif  shift  of  critical  opinion  has  been  brought  abuut,  for  the 
tao»  pan,  by  a  gradual  recoj^nition  of  the  fact  thai  writers  and 
[winters  do  not  always  work  at  the  same  pitch  of  excellence. 
The  progress  or  historical  aiiicisin  on  Acts  and,  to  a  less  di^rce, 
on  the  sources  of  tlie  gospela,  K^clhcr  with  the  reccnl  researches 
tnio  the  aounj^  gnoslicnm,  and  contemporary  Judaism,  has  also 
helped  to  detamine  the  authenticity  of  Mveral  Pauline  letters 
which  were  suspected  half  a  century  ago.     "It  has  been  the 
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UMMlM/  Ai^M  <»■  ••i-«ul     SinlUfly  Abt.le.  JTZ.  (ifoi)  tjSr..  jfiC,  (1919} 
Ift-^lb  U  Atll  (Mr)r*r).  pp.  5J-fci. 

*  raoLMtHbu  (HrmX  pf<-  ir-lt.    Slnniilr  van  DulschBli. 

>*/^HAH,  t.  til.  itsi~/nr,  /.-/t  tff**f.  vp.  *4»4» 

»  /;rr.  i. »».  >h(.  "  '"—a  pp.  -j'- 

■  /-M/fiF^afii,  nL  0.  pp.  tejr.}.  M  7X7.  (•*»<)  tU^'.  f'^-  'jx 

mission  of  the  nirMtcenth  century  to  prove  that  everybody's 
work  was  written  by  somebody  else,  and  tl  will  not  be  the  most 
Bseless  task  of  the  twentieth  to  betake  itself  to  more  profitable 
inqoiries"  (Sainlshtiiy,  Hiilory  of  Critidsm,  p.  153).  The 
^listJes  to  Timotbeua  and  Titus,  together  with  Ephedant,  are 
probably  Pauline  rather  than  Paul's  ;  they  belong  to  the  class  ol 
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literaiT  HitrimTvi  in  early  Christimiiy.  Otherwise '  it  may  b« 
assumed  that  the  letten  which  are  grouped  under  Paul's  name 
in  the  canon  were  written  by  hio>,  whatever  processes  of  editing 
they  mny  have  passed  through  before  their  incorporation  into 
the  sacred  colleaion  of  the  church. 


(A)  COK/tESPONDEATCE  WITH  THESSALONIKA. 

(a)  Ediliont — Georgiui  Mk}oi  {Enarratia  ibiarum  tffi.  ad  Thtit. 
fraleeia,  1561);  Muaculus  [CimmttH.  in  mi.  Ctl.  Thiss.  Tim.,  \^%U\\ 
R.  Rollnck  (Edinburgh,  1598)  ;  J.  A.  GleicWi  Erilartmg  [1719)1  J.  A. 
TufKtin'i  potlhumoui  Cemmtiit.  IhteTttiio-pritilitia  in  iff.  ad  Thttt. 
07i9):  P>  J-  Mallet  t<784li  F-  A.  W.  Kreiuc  11790)1  Schlcic«nMlier 
(181J):  T.  C.  TychKii'  (iSiJ):  J.  F.  n>tl,  VnUiHiti-  Ohtr  JU  Mtfm 
an  dit  Phil.  Ctt.  TAtii.  (TUbloEen,  1819)1  Ludwli;  Pell  [Ff^iUtai  P. 
apuloli  ad  That,  ferftlae  iUnii.  temmmfaria.  Gtrirswuld,  i8jo)  *  i  H.  A. 
SchoH,  EfiiiMai  P.  ad  Thtii.  tl  Calalai  (l^iprig.  t8j4)  i  BiumKaclm- 
Cnuiiu  {Ctmrnttlur  Hitr  PA-/.  uhJ  Thiiul.  1S4S) ;  OUIwuicil  (l£40.  EnE- 
tf.  iSjDj  }.  LUlie  (New  York,  1856):  Ewald,  StudjeArntim  dii  Pauhtt 
(|SS7);  etc  Wctit*  I1864):  Mcyor*  (1867);  llofinann*  (1869)1  taAit 
(1S77];  A.  J.  Muon  (in  EllinjU'x  NT,  :879) :  Rcnu  |t87S-{|);  EtlkoU* 
(lS8o)*:  H.  RcmecUc  (L«ipng,  iSSl);  Alexander  iSffottr'i  Com.  tS8l)t 
Mucut  Dodi  (In  ^Aafi  Ccmmral.  188a);  HutchlKm  (Edin.  tSSj); 
Ltlncnumn*  (-  Mryet.  Eng.  ir.  1884):  Gloas  (1S87I1  ZbcUet  (in  Sir,ici 
wad  Z.'i  Cemm.  1 888-95) ;  A.  Schifet  (1890);  Schniicdcl '  [JfC.  iS9i)*i 
Zitninor  (in  Dtnkukrifl  dtt  Ihttt.  Stmimat  UtrierTi,  1891,  Mid  Tlutt, 
Cemmml.  t.  d.  Huti.  1894)  *  ;  Pidovani  I1S94)  1  JawiMt.  Si.  Pat-rt  Sffi. 
It  Thus,  Gal.  and  Htmam'  I1894I  1  Elurncminn  < —  Meyer,  1894)1  Ligbl- 
(bot  ^S*la»n  Effi-  1/ SI.  Pan/,  iSoS.  pp-  I'^il  J-  Drummood  (/nftnMf, 
//diti  It  AT,  1899)1  Guljalir,  Britft  dti  Patiha.  I.  Tluu.  Gal.  (I900)t 
Adeney  {CB.,  n.  d.);  G.  G.  Fir»Il«y  {CCT.  1904)';  W.  Luekcn  \s!fr.* 
vfH) ;  )■  M-  S.  Daljon  <I907) !  C.  Millieiui  (1908)  *  i  Wohlenbcig'  {ZK.. 
190S):  *on  DoUchUIx  I—  Mcyet,  1909)*;  MoOiut  {ECT.  1910}}  R. 
M«ckiMo»h<We«miniter  NT,  1910). 

(i)  Studi™— (i.)  E«icml  ;~P,  Sclimidi,  drr  trsit  73,  Mtf  nta  trtlon, 
uititiiatn  EtAurt  Hd<rJ,tfltitAii.  Brit/WH&i);  \^  tivatKK.  Ltt /filrtl  aux 
Tkoi.«lidiHbliim{tSii)/^\MitiyhSK.KU.  Iljf.);  IIxuralh.iii.M9r.; 
LleliifoDt  (Smilh'B  DB.  IK.  1477-84]  *  ;  E.  dc  Fnj-e,  1I4  iura  indalt  Paidi  af. 
ad  Tluiiai.diiittitUi»tTiliM{V$,t\t,i%^t);  Dennc)  i,£j/«iiWi  fkUr,  ■S9J}t 
McGilInt,  AA.  ayit.;  BmiIci,  AA.  tiof.  ;   Ftieideict,  Urt.  i.   115-143; 
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'  MoKdouU  atlMhet  10  l  TheuatonUru,  le»  to  Colos^&nt.  A  »lmilu 
dubldy  pnvuls,<.f.,  wiih  regard  lo  the  two  Ingmenii  or  the  epiitlei  which 
aie  mppoMd  ro  have  hetn  UTiiton  by  Ccmrlia,  the  mother  of  the  Urvcrhit 
(Iw  ptobUiu  £■(  iheir  nulheiii  icity  divide*  icliolEini  tike  Nippcidey.  MomnitK'n, 
tlnticl.  «nd  M.  Schlelein  iiora  ihose  «ho,  like  Mettklin  and  E.  Ueyci,  deny 
ibdi  |[cituinFi 
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lua  DohKhatt,  t/n.  Sir.:  V.  TnutMch.  Oi'i  mUnJ/uAd  VtritinJiguitg 
Ja  i*f-  A«te>  (190J) :  E.  Utl«ni,  S.  rani,  Hiaigiliitt  ti  pait/$ir  dei  Then- 
^trniifmi.  A/uJr  (Mmei,  1903):  C  Kruslon  {KTQff.,  1905,  ite  f., 
Sifi.) ;  Scnuiut,  Jtt  Ai/aituHSJitii itir  Titii.  Bruft  (1908};  K.  Scolt,  Tlu 
ttmHm  EfiiUfi  (10091.  ais->Jj;  Luigeit,  BfT.  xiii.  6  (1909],  pp.  55- 
101  (oa  rrroritri);  iliriutck,  t>»i  PiviJtm  dtt  Zutilai  Tlmtal«mithtrhrU/i 
(19ic\  SBBA.  560-578). 

(ii.)  on  iSe  l<«  r— John  Phillips,  T%t  Gtnk  ef  lit  First  Sf.  t»  lU  Titsi. 
(Loodon,  ITSO;  Zimmci,  Dtr  Tut  Ar  Thaial.  Briijt  (1893);  Bdjon, 
{Thml.  StiJtVm,  iSHS,  347-3S))l  BIom,  XijrtAmeH  der  «iim.  w.  rfm. 
Kimttfrma  I1905).  PP-  19^  f- 

(EL)  ifilnil  Paoltlie  aolhonhip :— Btint  in  Tkml. /akri,  Ut%i),  pp 
i4i-i6S,aod  iQ/^H/lii.  }4i  f.,  Eng.  tr.  u.  JI4-J40)]  vin  dcr  Vies,  <Ir  jri^A 
irMvm  MO  Ji  7i.  (iSbSll  Sirck  (//T,  1SS3,  509-534);  Fienoa  uid 
NU)ct  ( Vtriiimaia,  lattmm  sDndiiioittm  NTtihOtitMa,  1886,  i-t%\. 

(i».)  fo«  Paaline  aathonhip: — Griniin  (5A',  1850,  78i>r.)l  HilkCnWd 
iZWT..  18$*,  W5(.,  i8«,  I95f.);  Lighifoot  {.BiUkai  £uv',  351-^69. 
and  Id  S^ih't  DB.) :  Sabnticr,  /Siitl.  pp.  106 f.  ;  Aikwith,  li$ln>d.  M  71cm. 
tff.{\tf>i\*ihoc\  [DB.  r».  743-749);  A.  C.  MtOlHetl  (BBi.  50j6-ja((): 
Zaho,  fiiiU^II  14-161  QccDcn,  Paului,  i.  Ittf. 


1  Thbssaloniams. 

In  addlilon  to  the  general  literature  alicody  cited,  the  («]  ulltlflBi  ij 
Calulot  1)6^)1  ^-  Sclatei  {EifvtitivH  wilh  mflti,  London,  1619)1  A>  & 
PaUnoo  lEdln-  1857):  A.  Koch*  (1855)*;  R6hni  (PMuau,  1SS5) ;  Juhannu, 
K»mmtmi*r  iiih  inltn  7h.  Briif  (Dillinsen,  iHpS)  *  :  (A)  iiudiei  by  J 
Maftmua  {.Analyiit  tfiittJat  pHtrit  aJ  That.,  tiruningen.  i66j) :  Uptiut 
\SK,,  1854.  905  f.,  "Ubci  Zweck  u.  VaanlnBung  dei  1  Th.."  a  teply  10 
Bkst):  J.  J.  Prioa,  "dv  (crtlc  brief  van  I'aului  aan  d«  ThuMlonikeri " 
(7T.,  l8»S>'Jlf-)i  von  Sodcn  (.SA'.,  1SS5,  163-310)*;  BrUcknoi'i  LJnM. 

2  Thessalonians. 

In  additioD  (o  the  above  general  Uieniiurei  (it]  apinit  lli«  Pauline 
■othoiahip— Kcm(7""Ai<w.  Z.(«./«»-  7"*«W..  1S39.  145 '-):/■  K.  C.  Schmidt, 
t  £mJ1  356  f. ) -,  1  tUccnfcM  (2  If T ,  I  S6a,  141-164)  I  van  Manm.  i>ii</.rnivJ  nodr 
dtvhUuidvat  Paultit'  tuttJiM  triif  san  di  Tkiti.  {Uticchi.  1M5)  i  Micbelicn 
47T.,  t874t70-Si):  UotinwD  (//T.,  iSSo.  681-705];  Spilia,  I'rt.  I.  109- 
154:  W«ie«cker  \AA.  i.  i9Sr.)i  C  Rauch  (Z»'/*.,  1S95,  437-465)1  H. 
J,  llolti^n  (ZA'Jf.,  1901,  97->o8)  :  Pflciderer  (£Vr.  i.  95-tOI);  Wtede 
KTV.,  NeucFotec,  u.  1,  1903)*:  HoUmunn  {^ZNW.,  1904,  18-38);  von 

Saden(/;vr  JM33})- 

M  fc«  the  Pauline  aaihonhlp— Rdche,  atdheitl.  ftUeritrii  ad  Ttttt. 
tfi^lg  (1839!  ac*'*^  Schmidt);  Schncckenburgct  ijakrb.  fur  df^tuk* 
TImC.  1859.  4*5-467) ;  Renan  (lii.  348-355) ;  We»liiV.  dt  nhthfid  run  //. 
7V)i.  |i»79l:  KKpper  in  pan  8  (pp.  73-140)  o(  Tkttl.  Stud.  m.  Siiitfm 
^1   itifnuuat  (tSif)*:  Tiiiu*.  dSf  {"aulinitmiu  (\^fX>),  49 1. ;  C.  C. 


66 


LITERATURE  OF  THE  NEW  TESTAMENT 


tmlay  {Sj^*,  OcI.  1900.  351-161);  G.  W.  Gunotl  (Ijwdon,  1900): 
Kolmodin,  J^U  andra  ttsi.hrrf  (Slockholtn,  i9or} :  UoHiill,  HNT, 
143-1491  BrUning,  der  Etklktit  J.  r  Tktis.  Brieft%  (I90jh  E.  Vbcbcr, 
Patittu-brit/t  11904)  70 f.  !  Womle<C(7^,,  1905,347  ■'••  rivic*  o(  Wradc); 
Juliehw  XEikL  S  5) :  R.  J.  Knowlmg.  Tht  Talimenf  ef  Si.  rani  W  Ciria 
(1905),  34I.:  Juquicc  (MV:  i.  94f.)i  Htflh  {Siml.  g  6);  A.  S.  PMkc 
UNT.,  1909,  II  f.];  GcUncr,  *Bcs1e)it  iwischcn  d.  a  nnd  1  Biielc  mi  die 
GenMJDde  von  Thera.  cine  litersr.  Abhln);igki-it  i '  ( iVriJtuttmr  ShtJiiH,  ia- 
4l9f.>*C^"*>  WfcJc). 

g  1.  Contenti  and  tharader  of  X  Thtss. — The  Oirisdans  of 
ThcGsalonika  were  mainly  Creeks  by  birth  and  training  (t*  3"), 
who  had  been  won  over  Tiom  paganism  by  Ihe  efTurta  of  Psul, 
Silvanos,  and  Timothcos.  The  mission  had  only  lasted  for  a 
month  or  two.  After  preaching  for  three  wcck.t  in  the  local 
Hfnagogue,  the  evangelists  continued  their  work  till  ihey  were 
prematurely  driven  from  the  city  by  the  intrigues  of  the  local 
Jews.  They  left  a  vigorous  church  behind  them,  however,  and 
the  central  position  of  Thcssalonika  upon  the  Via  E^tialia  at  the 
head  of  the  Thcrmaic  gulf  presented  excellent  oppottunilici  for 
the  diffusion  of  the  new  faith  (i^*  ^'>).* 

The  nAnntlrc  of  Acit  17'**,  though  idmltlini;  thnt  the  !»£«  majortl;  ol 
the  eanvctti  were  ptoitlyiM  (I7*),t  ignofei  my  aotk  ouiiiJe  Ihc  lynagoguc, 
and  Tcitricti  Ihc  tctm  uF  ihc  itiiMiun  appaicnlly  (u  three  irrclct.  This 
■ccoont !«  inadequve.  A>  BoianJu*  once  wid,  tfitlelarii  Miliaria  til  rf4ima 
iisUrii.  The  nx^mbeiship  and  inllucnc«  of  Ihe  church,  its  teputstioD 
thfoughout  MRCcdnnla  tail  even  AihnlA,  to  My  nothing  of  Paul'*  alluiiont 
lo  a  period  of  iiiining  ( 1  Th  3"'),  impi/  the  Upie  of  »  coniiderable  inlctvfti 
belween  llic  a|)osile'!i  airivsl  and  deparlure.  Baidct,  hit  U*y  muM  have 
been  piolungcd,  if  lie  had  oceuian  not  (nily  lo  lupporl  htmKlf  (1  Th  3**" 
IT-IB  jt-W)  by  his  trade,  bm  to  receive  gift*  of  money  (Th  4")  ttata  hi» 
fricndi  al  PhitlppI,  a  hundred  miiet  nway.  It  wiu  Ihe  iMI'nanied  fact  wblcii, 
among  other  ihinQi,  gave  lise  lo  Ihc  impulalion  of  mercenary  molrvH  <!*■  *). 
The  primsry  charj^e  againiC  Paul  anil  hii  fiiendx  before  Ihe  local  auUwritiei 
had  livco  ircaion  and  leditlon  (Ac  17*^  flaaAJ^  Iri/Hii'i;  in  hii  enforced 
■bseoce  throush  (he  luoccs  of  thi*  maniruvre,  charse*  agMMt  Mi  penonal 
chaiseter  were  circuttltd.  Natittally  he  refen  l«  the  fbroNr  aubjcct  <)uil« 
inddentatly  (t  Th  3"  C#/i  mvb  UngiioiH) ;  ihe  latter  dominalei  hu  mind. 


*  These  patMcei  cover  not  only  Philippi  and  Berea  (Lightfool,  BiUieai 
En^yi,  pp.  137  [.),  but  ■  Kimewhat  ealODkive  worlc  by  Paut,  m  well  u  by 
the  Theaaloniani,  which  may  have  reached  as  far  west  •*  lUyiikuai 
(Ro  IS*!. 

tThia,  logethtr  with  the  rcli|[ioni  (rmining  of  Ihe  lynagogue,  help*  to 
(iplain— whfti  is  olherwite  rather  remarkable — Ihe  unvuuoily  rapid  growth  d 
Ihe  local  church  i  Wynne,  Srf.^  iv.  364-377). 
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Hb  primary  reason  for  writing  to  the  Christians  of  Thesaa- 
lonika  vis  anxiety  on  their  behalf.  It  was  the  first  community 
of  any  tmportance  which  he  had  been  able  to  found  in  Europe ; 
and  ihe  cxcmpUry  character,  the  exceptional  opiwrtimities,  and 
the  influence  of  its  members  had  already  produced  a  wide  iin> 
ptession  on  the  surrounding  district.  To  this  Paul  alludes 
{ i'-*)  wilb  a  pardonable  touch  of  hyperbole  *  (cp.  Ro  i',  i'h 
i**).  From  no  church  was  he  torn  with  such  evident  reluci- 
ar>ce^  But  the  utgent  claim  of  the  church  on  his  solicitude 
was  the  suffering  to  which  it  liad  been  exposed  even  duTin^i  hi* 
stay,  and  especially  since  be  had  left.  Concerned  lor  his  friends' 
stability,  and  unable  to  return  in  perxon,  \  he  had  dispatched 
Timoiheus,  as  the  youn^r  of  bis  companions,  from  Athens  in 
order  to  rally  and  confirm  their  faith.  Meanwhile  events  had 
driven  him  from  Athens  across  to  Corinth  (i^^),  where 
Timotbeus  brought  him  the  glad  tidings  (a  real  gospel — note 
the  nrc  use  of  (CayyiAurcffiifou  in  3*)  of  the  Ihestalonians* 
jifleetJon  and  constanc>-.  He  at  once  proceeds  to  send  this 
iofonnal  letter,  written  (i.)  out  of  wnrm  personal  affection,  which 
ht  rejoices  to  fmd  returned,  and  (ii.)  in  order  to  convey  instruc- 
tions upon  some  points  of  Christian  belief  and  conduct. 

For  IB  Bigeniooi  attempt  10  prove  iliac  I  TIicm.  iintwtik  1  Irltri  brought 
fay  TtmMhcat  tioni  llie  ThcMBloniatu  thcnueh-ei,  *et  Rfrndcl  Ilanii  In 
JUf'ni.  161  I..  40t  f.,ui(l  Bieon'i/.vr.  7j  f.  {SlwytfSl.  /'««/,  ajj  f.), 
Tlie  fafpolhcM  iiKnable,  but  the  evidence  licluuve :  ral  la  a">n<l  j'  cannot 
b«  pfCNcd  tato  ■  proof  of  IhU,  not  tan  otiart  (  e  ■  you  have  Bilmiiied  b  youi 
t«lliEf'}(  uid  4*ar>'^^'^i  Ihough  atlnclirt,  i>  nnt  ■  necessary  rMdins 
to  I". 

'The  rWlorieal  phrate  t*  varrl  rAvy  i*  not  10  be  prcued  (u  by  Zahn, 
SM.  i.  146  r.)  into  ■  proof  that  the  news  of  the  Thvualonlan  mission  had 
time  (o  (each  Ihe  Aitalic  Ch(i>liaiw,  whi^iie  congraiLiluiiiins  came  lack  to 
Paol  tioTore  he  wiolc. 

tWby?  Becaote,  fai  Ocienial  phnse,  Salan  kimttrtd  ui  (3")— «n  enig- 
oatic  teiaarfc  which  pTDbihlr  meani  eiihcr  sicbneal]  CO  la'for  ptcuutc 
of  local  dtewnuuneci  al  Corinih.  To  fefer  it  to  a  ituaiantee  ended  by 
ilie  laipctial  aaibatitlci  fiom  Juon  and  bit  a»ociatei  ihal  pence  would 
t)c  hejn,  and  Pan!  kept  away  (Ranuay,  SP7\  aiH  f.  i  Woodhouse, 
££i.  504T  i  and  Finlayl,  confllcu  with  the  Ulea  of  Ihe  Knipiro  in 
a  Til  ^ .  Bewlei.  the  Th«B.  sould  ha<e  euily  known  in  that  cue  why 
Faol  could  Mot  come  back.  That  I'liul  hiul  any  iiitrniiun  o{  n-lutning 
■a  TliCWiillHillia  by  tea.  after  he  wu  driven  out  of  Itccca,  it  a  precarloua 


Whnooe  6001   a**,   though   ihe   idea   occ»itr<l  u  an   early  iiage  oi  ihe 
mdldon,  ••  it  plain  (lotu  the   inteiiion  of  the   Ucnn  editor  is 
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The  fonner  (i.)  conrideration  emerges  in  a  series  of  allusions 
to  malignant  suspicions  of  his  conduct,  especially  of  the  purity 
of  bis  motives  and  methods,  circulated  by  local  outsiders  (a*^  " 
etc.).  Thii  does  not  mean  ihat  he  had  reproached  himself  with 
having  appeared  to  leave  his  friends  in  the  lurch;  such  cannot 
be  the  entire  explann  I  ion  (so  Spitta,  pp.  1 15-116)  of  the  phnses. 
A  self-defence  of  this  kind  would  be  sadly  post  failum.  Tlw 
language  undoubtedly  implies  that  insinuations  to  his  dis- 
credit were  current  in  Thesulonika  \  they  struck  at  the  church 
through  the  apostle;  and  because  the  peace  and  faith  of  the 
Thesulonian  Christians  were  so  intimately  bound  up  with  con- 
fidence in  his  inlegrit)',  he  vindicates  their  trust  by  showing  how, 
in  an  age  in  which  impostors,  religious,  medical,  and  philo- 
sophical, flourished  by  crooked  methods,  he  had  not  worked  for 
mercenary  ends,  nor  set  up  high  pretensions,  nor  made  exacting 
demands  on  his  followcn,  nor  left  them  meanly  in  the  lurch.  He 
appeals  to  his  record  in  Thessalonika,  and  shows  that  his  absence 
was  neither  voluntary  nor  equivalent  to  a  slackening  of  bb 
interest  or  affection.  Such  malicious  calumnies,  circulated 
mainly  or  at  least  primarily  by  the  Jews,*  Paul  further  meeU 
by  unbaring  his  very  heart.  He  reveals  his  throbbing  interest 
in  the  church  (a*  3*-  "),  tells  them  of  the  joy  and  pride  their 
loyalty  afforded  him  (see  the  praise  of  other  Macedonians  in 
Ph  4*),  and  expands  previous  oral  admonitions  (a'*  4'-*-  •■  »■'*) 
in  a  series  of  written  counsels. 

(ii.)  The  second  and  supplementary  part  of  the  letter,  pass- 
ing from  this  personal  and  apologetic  aspect,  warns  ihcm  against 
such  perils  as  (w«^)  d^iov/toO,  4*^)  sensuality,  (w<(m  ^lAaStA^'at, 

Ac  17**  (■apQX'ir  M  tV  OfffBaXJav'  /niiXvtfq  -yd^  di  it^tbt  ai)^^«i  rjr 
X^iw).  which,  tike  the  «]kuUty  inferior  tuding  in  17*  {^tfi.  nt  'BU.),  k  due 
lo  [he  tumianistng  len<l«ncie«  of  Ihe  Kronil  century. 

■So  HilKcnfetd  {Bin!.  241),  Lipiiui,  SaUuJcr  (pp.  toy,  no),  Schmidt 
(is  r.,  96),  RcMD,  G.  G.  noJay,  Wciu,  etc.  In  the  niluie  of  Uunp, 
•I  «Irewly  (/./.  Ac  14**  etc),  Pkul'*  inlndfal  dct»ctors  would  be  Jew*, 
■ngiyu  Ihii  reticle's  fuccew;  beiida,  the  irmnsitioc  ffotn  »*"  to  s"*""* 
Slid  hack  (o  a'"-  nihe*  poind  lo  Semitic  ■eiltlion.  Othrra  [t^.  Hofminii, 
Ton  Soden,  SK..  lS>S,  pp.  jol,  306 1.  Schraledel,  utd  Zabn)  ihmk  of 
p>C>m  (cp>  Ocnrn,  NICZ.,  1E96,  151  L\.  In  Miycawe  the  refermccs  ue 
KM  ketn  ud  detailed  to  \3t  merely  piophylattk.  Piob*bly  lh«  cfa»cc*  w«n 
iuned  by  Jews  and  oaghl  up  lij-  pagan*;  they  were  not  direcied  (**  in 
GalUi*)  apinit  hi*  ipuiiollc  auihoritj.  but  wiort  lublly  BEsinil  hit  penood 
<bHSCl«t.  (■aawfo  like  i*-  "•  4"'*  {cp  t  Th  S«  3«-J  do  not  ju*ify  lb* 
llwofy  (Lipnu*)  that  a  Judalulc  pMly  was  at  wotk  wllhb  the  chutch. 
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4*^)  Mlfishnos,  and  noisy  indolence,  duo  as  much  to  a  misap- 
prehension of  iheit  fiith  as  to  pagan  surroundings.  The  occur- 
rence of  tonw  deaths  had  raised  uncertaintiei  about  ibe  Lord's 
Second  coiniDg,  and  Paul  briefly  handles  this  with  rcrerenoe  to 
(d)  the  dead  (4"'^'  m^l  rHy  koi^uu/Uvuv),  who  are  declared  not 
to  hare  forfeited  their  place  in  the  nienianic  realm  of  the  age  to 
come ;  and  {b)  to  the  hving  (5''"  ■t*p\  tSw  jtfiivntv  not  rZw  KaipSiv), 
who  are  exhorted  to  moral  alerinen  in  view  of  thit  great  event, 
which  may  be  expected  at  any  moment  {5'),  as  well  as  to  an 
ethical  Meadincsa*  unaffected  by  unsettling  expectations  of  the 
end.  This  need  of  mutual  exhortation  (;")  naturally  leads  to 
a  word  00  subordination  and  obedience  to  the  local  church 
authorities  (5'"-),  and  with  some  general  coun.wls  the  letter 
ends.  While  it  would  be  actually  put  into  the  hands  of  the 
local  leaders  (s").  it  was  addic-f«cd,  and  was  to  be  read,  to  aU 
the  members  of  the  church,  not  to  any  exclusive  section  of  them 
(S").!  Apparently  it  did  its  woric,  so  far  as  Paul's  character 
was  coocented. 

Hn  p«{Ii  Indlctled  In  (hit  wtlilrg  Iwlonf;  (•>  «a  Incipf  ricne<<l  and  un. 
niwnlMairil  CluiuUiuiy  i  they  h*vc  no  connection  with  »ny  ]vAt,w.nz  pop*- 
|wda  on  the  put  of  Pial'i  opponcnit,  \*  wm  the  caie  in  Corinth.  The 
«rrwic qiMltir  of  ihe  TlicuatonUni'  (clii:ioD  inu  iu  |!enetou»  and  Hidciprcad 
|,i  jLU  jL  n.  It)  ciuiiij-  (U1CC3  of  tliii  Initf  m  a  Co  7-9),  combitwd  with  ui 
oMtnuaam  whicti  lunived  dcprcwinic  trial*  *ncl  itoUtion  alike.  T^eit  faith 
Nqoind  eompktion  tmther  than  concction  (}").  They  wcie  on  the  ri|;ht 
plh:  whalther  chiefly  needed  ¥ru  itimulua  and  diteclron  ()"4''  '*).  Conic* 
qoenily  three  wai  no  oMulon  fot  Paul  10  lottoduce  wliat  ir«  «laewhete 
«anclated  u  oidinal  ptindplei  ol  hit  theology.  Fot  the  Mme  rea»n  Iht 
lolet  is  MM  marked  by  pauion  and  illation.  Tliore  ii  an  oulpo'iijns  of 
Itfie^  bat  no  Btree  outhuiit  of  indienalion  or  aUnn  or  wounded  dlt;nityi 
«h«t  tvpeoof  Paul  ba*  to  pre  ia  delicately  conveyed,  u  uiu&l,  in  the  wake  of 
p>iie> 

I  3.  Authtntidty  of  1  Thtn. — As  the  letter  is  included  not 
only  in  (he  Mumtorian  Canon  but  in  Marcion's  strictly  Pauline 
collection  (Tetl,  adv.  Man.  v.  1 5  ;  Epiph.  hatr.  xliL  9  ;  cp,  Zahn'i 
GK.  it  Jio  f.),  it  was  known  and  circulated  by  the  first  quartet 
of  the  second  century.     DeGniie  quotations,  however,  chiefly  of 

■Altar  bte  own  eumple  (3*^).  "La  module  qu*!!  conccvail  fialt  un 
MtlMII  \n^t .  paiiible,  apptiqaf  1  ion  travail  "  (Kenan,  iit.  146), 


tAs 


prartoiu  letin   had  been?  cp,  3  Jn  *.     To  delete   j"  as  a 


^nfEaal  clow,  added  by  tone  lecond .century  toadcr  when  the  apoMsllc 
letter*  wen ooatnif  iato  prominent  uw  (Hiiri);.  Schniiedel,  J.  Wehai  SK,^ 
tV9a,  j6i  t),  bgrattikow,  is  view  of  tbii  natural  eipUnatioa. 
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ihe  eschatological  passages,  emerge  for  the  first  time  in  Imnxiu 
[aJp.  har.  v.  6.  i  =  5'',  v.  30.  2  =  5*)  and  Tertultian  {de  rtsurr. 
i-.ar»ro,  xxiv.  —  s'  and  i""'"),  while  both  Clement  of  Alexandria 
and  Origcn  employ  Ihe  episilc  {lot  Dionysius  of  Corinth,  see 
Eus.  H.  E.  iv.  13),  The  so-called  allusions  in  the  apostolic 
fathers  arc  scanty  and  vague,  for  the  most  part ;  but  it  b  prohahk 
that  there  is  a  reminiscence  of  s''  in  Hermas  (I'is.  iii.  9.  to. 
(^i}vciitr«  iv  o6toT«),  and — if  the  reading  were  certain — of  5"  in 
Ignat.  EpM.  X.  I  (dfiiaAtiVroif  irpotrtv-x}tt6t),  of  i'  in  Efh.  X.  5 
{ju)iT[Tiu,  a  loZ  Kvp/ov  crtrvvSo^ui^uv  tlvat,  diflVrent  conlexl),  and 
1*  in  Rom.  \\.  1  ipii  9<Xio  f/^at  ivSpviwaptan^iraL,  dXXa  0t<f)  i  Cp., 
loo,  4'=  Bam  at"  ylrtc6t  Si  tffoStZiuiTot  (ililTcn-nl  context).  The 
general  similarity  of  outline  between  4'*'"  and  Did.  xvi.  6  (reveta* 
tion  of  the  Lord,  trumpet,  resurrection)  is  loo  rague  to  deirate 
any  literary  filiation. 

These  traces  arc  not  early  enough  to  preclude  the  iws^ihility 
that  the  epistle  is  pseudonymous,  and  a  post-Pauline  origin  has 
occasionally  been  claimed  for  it  on  various  grounds.  <i.)  llic 
resemblances  between  it  and  the  Corinthian  epi&tles  (Baur)  are 
no  argument  against  its  originality ;  whatever  1  Thvss.  may  be. 
it  is  a  decided  error  of  literary  criticism  to  pronounce  it  a  mere 
copy  and  echo  of  1  and  a  Corinthians,  (ii.)  The  discrepancies 
between  its  account  of  the  Thessalonian  mitsion  and  that  of 
Acts  are  not  serious  enough  to  invalidate  the  epistle  (Schrader, 
Bauj,  etc. ;  wc  p.  66).  A  few  months  were  enough  to  raise  the 
problem  of  Christians  dying  before  the  irapovcria.  The  favour- 
able soil  for  the  gospel  at  Thcssalonika,  partly  among  proselytes, 
must  have  led  to  a  rapid  development  of  the  church,  and  Paul 
was  too  careful  a  missioner  to  leave  his  converu  without  a  rudi- 
mentary but  effective  local  organisation.  Unless,  therefore.  Acts 
is  taken  as  a  rigid  standard,  1  Thcss.  can  be  naturally  set  in  ■ 
the  situation  presupposed  by  the  former,  although  a  comparison 
of  Ac  l^^*  and  i  Th  i-a  shows  that  the  former  narrative 
requires  to  be  supplemented  and  corrected  by  the  details  of 
Paul,  [.uke  was  not  a  member  of  the  party  at  Thcssalonika, 
and  in  any  case  it  was  not  his  purpose  to  describe  the  inner 
development  of  the  Pauline  churchi^.  As  a  rule,  he  is  content 
to  narrate  how  Paul  and  his  companions  got  a  foothold  in  any 
city,  and  how  they  had  to  leave  it.  From  Luke  wc  fail  to  under- 
stand that  the  local  churih  was  recruited  mainly  from  the  pagan 
population,  that  the  mission  lasted  for  some  time,  aivd  that  thr 
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inngelists  kept  in  touch  <iith  the  local  church  afW  Ihrir 
departure.  Bui  all  this  tclla  strongly  in  favour  of  the 
epistle,  whose  incidental  allusions  are  not  only  coherent  but 
naturaL  It  is  capticioun  to  pronounce  the  epistle  a  colourle^t 
imiiauon,  if  it  agrees  with  Acts,  and  unauthentic  if  it  disagrees. 
"  Wo  Art  wic  I'aulus  in  i  Thess.  die  unmJtielbur  vorhergc- 
gangenen  Bqjebenheiten  in  PhJlippi  und  die  Riickkehr  dea 
Ttinoibcus  (rgl.  i  Th  3'-*  und  Ac  17'*  18*)  erwjihnt,  bevreist 
theilSi  dass  dies  nicht  kiinstlich  bus  der  Apgeschichte  gemacht 
bt,  veil  dat  cine  Aussendung  dcs  Timoiheus  nach  Thessalonika 
nicht  cntshnt  ist,  Ihcils  dUN  der  Brief  nicht  lange  nachdcm 
Tiniotheus  wieder  zu  Paulus  ge&tosscn  ist,  kann  gcschrieben  sein, 
veil  die  kleincn  Umstande  sonst  nicht  vorkommen  wtirden. 
Dicse  Uebereiitttiminung  ist  nun  von  der  Art,  dass  sie  die 
Acchihett  der  Briefcs  bcweist,  so  dass  wir  nach  inncm  Mcrkmalen 
■reitcr  nicht  zu  fragen  haben  "  (Schleierniacher,  £int.  150).  (iii.) 
The  vocabutarr  of  1  Thess.  presents  no  features  which  can  fairly 
be  described  as  nec»sarily  unPaulinc,  except  when  an  arbitrary 
■taodard  of  Pauline  thou);ht  and  xtyle  is  constructed  from  Gal., 
Cor^  and  Romans.  A  lew  words  occur,  as  in  any  letter  of  Paul, 
wiadli  do  not  happen  to  be  used  elsewhere  by  him  (/^.  ^voc 
IXifia^  1*,  di-o/irMif  t",  i  v€ipH,aa/  3°,  aatvta^iu  3*,  Syuy  in 
tense  of  4",  Antrranu  4'»-W  of  the  resurrection  of  Jesus  and 
men,  A*y«  m/piau  4**,  ipruitir  4",  n^iiKiu  and  iirifiTijtrn  4'*, 
Aoyw  of  apostolic  injunctions  4'*,  ixpifiw  5',  innp<itmpitr<rou  {cp. 
Eph  J*)  5**  and  3'",  ^iirAii  ir  5'* ;  but  the  general  language 
of  ibc  letter  is  thoroughly  Pauline,  and  the  style  bears  no  trace 
of  a  later  band.  When  set  side  by  side  with  the  rest  of  the 
PuUdc  letters,  1  Thcss.  invites  the  judgment  passed  by  von 
Soden  on  i  Th  s*'"  as  compared  with  Ro  i3'"-:  "the 
timilaritics  of  the  passages  show  their  kinship;  the  differences 
eulude  any  question  of  imit^ition."  It  is  almost  superfluous  to 
add  that  the  letter  was  dictated  in  Greek.  The  idea  (cp. 
Bcrtholdl's  JEt'ii/.  3488  f.)  that  it  represents  a  tianslalton  by 
Silvimus  and  Timothcus  from  the  original  Aramaic  is  a  sheer 
jot  itsfril.  (iv.)  It  is  more  difficult  to  explain  the  lack  of  any 
alliitioa,  even  where  such  might  be  exjiected,  to  the  ch-iracteristic 
Pauline  ideas  of  the  law,  forgiveness  in  relation  10  the  death  of 
Christ,  and  the  onion  of  the  Christian  with  Christ  and  (he  Spirit. 
One  line  of  explanation  may  be  set  aside  deci.iively.  Paul  had 
been  *  Cbrisiiao,  and  a  Christian  picachci,  for  nearly  twenty 
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years  when  he  wrote  this  letter,  and  the  ordinair  catechetical 
instruction,  such  as  he  was  now  giving  at  Corinth  (i  Co  i**  a* 
15*),  certainly  included  a  much  fuller  account  of  the  death  of 
Jesus  in  relation  to  forgiveness  than  happens  to  be  mentioned 
in  I  Thessalonians.  Behind  him  lay  the  struggle  with  Jewish 
Christian  tradilionahsm  at  Antioch  and  Jerusalem,*  which  had 
already  compelled  him  to  define  his  principles  and  think  out 
the  deeper  aspects  of  his  gospel.  It  is  theictorc  historically  and 
psychologically  impossible  to  rend  the  Thes^alonian  cpiMlcs  as 
if  they  represented  a  primitive  sta.t;e  in  (he  apostle's  thought, 
when  he  had  not  yet  developed  dogmatic  Paulinism.  If  his 
go^l  centres  here  round  the  Coming  t  rather  than  the  Cross  of 
Jesus  Christ,  and  if  he  seems  to  argue  tlut  men  were  to  be 
sanctified  by  hope  rather  than  justified  by  faith,  the  explanation 
nuit  be  sought  in  the  special  circumstances  which  determined 
the  composition  of  the  letter.  There  was  apparently  nothing  to 
call  out  any  discussion  of  the  Law  or  any  tht-orijitig  on  forgive- 
ness (cp,  Feine's  Gesiiuifrtie  Evglm  4.  Paulm,  169-iSi).  The 
citie  to  the  comparative  abscnccof  technical  terms  and  theories 
is  prohably  to  be  found  io  Paul's  desire  to  educate  the  Thessa- 
lonian  Christians  in  the  rudiments  of  their  faith.  He  fed  them, 
as  he  was  feeding  the  Corinthians,  with  elementary  principles 
(i  Co  3*  7^X«  vftat  inerant^  Paruuhs  nulrix fmiet :  frafieieiites 
inrv  paltr  instituit  (Pclagius).  And  Paul  was  both  nurse  at>d 
father  to  them,  as  he  himself  affectionately  reminded  them 
(s^-  ").  In  any  case,  a  later  Paulinist  writitig  in  his  master's 
name  would  probably  have  introduced  some  reference  to  the 
dbtinctire  dogmas  of  Paulinism.  Their  absence  from  1  Thess. 
is  a  difficulty,  but  it  is  not  n  proof  of  unPauline  origin.  "  Du 
dogm at ischc  System  des  Apostets  wird  in  diesem  Uriefe  sclbstver- 
slindticberweise  nicht  cnlfaltet,  sondern  nur  {(esireifi,  dies  aher 
in  dorchaus  ofiginal-paulinischcr  Art  und  Wcisc"  (P.  Schmidt, 
If.  tit.  p.  7S).  (v.)  Another  real  dtflicutty  may  be  removed  by 
teeouiM  to  the  hypothesis  of  an  interpolation.     "  When  it  b 

*  UbIm*,  ot  («iirtt,  Act*  U  htld  to  hare  *nie*d«l«l  (m  Spilla  and 
Wciulickei)  llie  Jcnualcm  Council,  which  ouBhl  Io  be  lulHeqiicnl  Io  fkul'l 
diipule  "ith  Pwer  at  Aniioch.  Io  this  w«y  (cp.  M*n*soi,  It  FitlU,  4) 
room  might  Iw  found  for  (he  Hwh.  cpitilci  Ki  an  cipmaiuii  of  ntifomM. 
Ulcd,  prfniltive  PtaliniDn  ;  but  even  10,  vrc  ihould  have  (o  inupne  llnl 
Pnl't  ■lind  ioA  no(  Ix^in  Io  woik  upon  hi*  religion  lUI  the  eii|[eaci«s  of 
CMUiOMnr  fcKScl  him  10  tvntiruci  a  iheoldgj, 

t  Every  pWB|;npb  niu  oat  into  ihc  tulufc  { i*  a*  »  *»  3"  4"*  j*  ■), 
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■ud  that  after  the  }cws  have  continualljr  filled  up  the  neASure 
of  ihcir  sins,  fi^fiaat  ii  br  a^Yovt  i)  dpyti  *k  riXot,  what  does  this 
■ugge&l  to  us  more  naturally  than  (he  punishraenl  (hat  came 
upon  them  in  (he  destiuclion  of  JcniMlcm?"  (Baur,  J\tu/.  iL 
88).  The  words  (a"'')  are  a  reminiscence  of  Test  I,eiri  vi.  ii. 
It  \a  unnecessary  to  suspect  »'*-'•  as  a  later  interpolation  (cp. 
//JVr.  pp.  6>s-636),  but  i'"''  must  t>e  admitted  to  have  all 
the  apjiearance  of  a  marj^inal  gloss,  written  after  the  tragedy  of 
A.t>.  70  (so,  e.g.,  Spitta,  I'lleidcrcr,  Schmicdel,  Tcichmann  :  die 
faml.  yortUllungtit  von  Aufenlthunj^  v.  Gerieht,  83 ;  Dtummond, 
etc.).  The  recent  massacres,  revolutions,  and  famines  in  Pales* 
lioe,  to  say  nothing  of  the  edict  of  Claudius,  dt  fttUndis  Judait 
(P.  Schmidt,  86  f.),  might  be  considered  to  afford  a  suitable  back- 

■  ground  for  (be  verse,  but  the  definite  sense  assigned  (o  ^pyij.  which 
b  CDorc  than  mere  jtidicial  hardening  (cp.  Dante's  Paradiso,  vL 
S8-93),  teJls  in  favour  of  (he  reference  to  the  horrors  of  a.d. 
70.  Instead  of  relegating  (he  entire  epistle  (o  (his  period,  i[  is 
better  to  regard  the  words  as  a  Christian  reader's  gloss  upon  1"*. 
(vi)  The  attempt  of  Stcck  iJPT.,  1883,  509-514)  to  prove 
that  4"^  is  a  quotation  Irom  4  Es  s*'**'  is  hopelessly  forced 
(cp-Schniidl,  107-110;  Bomemann,  3iof.).  Paul's  reference  is, 
probably,  not  to  some  aypa^of,  but  to  a  prophetic  revelation 
vouchsafed  to  hinuelf  or  ponibty  to  Silvanus  (cp.  Ac  15*^)  in  a 
vision  {tes  EGT.  i».  37),  Even  if  the  passage  were  a  tiuotation. 
il  would  be  from  oral  tradition  or  from  some  early  collection  of 
evingdic  logia.  The  point  of  the  saying  is  opposed  to  that  of 
4  E*dn3,and  the  paiatlel,  such  as  it  is,  is  loo  far-fetched  to  denote 
the  pos(-Pauline  origin  of  (he  epistle. 

Tlw  4»^  "^  of  a'^C'P-  '  Co  IS*"-)  mon  not  he  erapAmtcd  Into  ■ 
gmial  and  hrpothciiol  kdm.  u,  t.t.,  bj-  those  «ho  borwc  la  Btiribute 
K  niKalralalion  (o  Psul.  or  by  (hxK  wlvo  >i  the  nppo4ito  cxirnne  (lik« 
SlCC)(>  PM.,  1905,  449-453}  ''"■y  *'">'  "J^''  cxpieviom  forai  uiy  tMiijcr 
(o  ibe  Ibeofy  that  ihe  c|iu<ln  ol  Vv^  were  compoicd  u  Ute  h  the 
•eoood  MMMy. 

%  J.  Piatt  and  ptriod  of  Mm^^iition. — The  letter  wa.i  written 
from  Corinth  (Ac  18"),  as  the  reference  to  Achnia  (i^-*)  is  enough 
to  prove*  The  words  fr  'Aft/m«  (3')  do  not  necessarily  mean 
that  Paul  was  not  there  when  he  wrote  (cp.  1  Co  15*^  16*),  but 
they  are  insufficient  to  prove  that  Athens  was  the  place  of  the 
letter's  composition,— a  theory  advocated  from  Theodoiet  and 
*  Umekci  {BtiiHIgi,  1837,  >8)  thinks  of  lomc  tiywn  in  Aehak. 
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PeUgius  (cp.  the  suhHcriplion  of  ABKI^  irput  AwiroAMwcnt 
jTftamf  typii>i>tt  diro  'AO^viuv)  to  Schrader  {Afvrsltl  Pauim,  ppL  90/.), 
the  Intler  [jbcitig  it  during  the  period  of  Ac  lo*'-,  msiinly  on  the 
ground  tbat  npiojivrtpoi  (cp.  ■  Ti  3")  could  not  exist  in  a  church 
of  neophytes  which  had  only  been  founded  for  a  few  monihs, 
anil  that  deaths  (4"-w)  could  not  have  already  occurred.  J.  F. 
Kohlcr  {Ab/assuDgstal  Jer  ephloUsfhtH  SdtriJUi*  im  ST,  1830, 
p.  Ill)  dated  it  even  later  (after  a.u.  66),  on  the  ground  thai 
fii-is  implied  the  death  of  James,  the  Lord's  brother,  and  the 
outbreak  of  the  Jewish  rebellion. 

The  nannlive  of  AcIb  lequttei  further  eorreelion  ax  lhi»  point  Aeootd- 
Ing  14  t.ukc  (Ae  tS*),  Sllu  anil  Tlinoibrm,  who  hml  rC'nixina]  it  DerOB  with 
orden  lo  rejoin  Paul  «i  toon  m»  pouihlc,  did  not  reach  him  ilU  be  had 
•rrivcd  at  Corinth.  Since  TimothEua  had  mcaQwhilc  viiitn)  Tin  ilmHa 
(I  Th  a"-jfl,  wc  mtul  M«iinc  («)  eiihec  thai  lie  bu'iicd  In  Ath«M  himadr. 
wM  teni  hack  by  F*ul  to  Thomlonika.  and  on  hii  leium  picked  op  Sila*  at 
Beid.  or  (A)  ilial  bnth  men  joiiud  Paiil  .it  Alheni  and  were  di^aldied  on 
d^lTcredl  Ritiiioni,  Sllai  peiliapi  (a  Plulippi,  and  Timothcux  cttuinly  to 
Tbeualomka.  Oiherwiie  Paul  left  SiUt  behind  at  Athcm  (cp.  Ae  iS*),  if  the 
plural  In  I  Tb  J*  ii  not  tUe/Arro/u  OMrtarii.  In  any  cue  the  natural  ttwe  ot 
I  Th  3*'*  ii  that  Paul  Knt  Timoiheut  from  Alhenx,  not  (ao,  t.g.,  von  Sodon) 
that  he  merely  aent  dircciions  from  Atheni  (hit  hii  colleague  •honld  l«ate 
Btrtaand  bcultc  hSmtelf  toTheiMloni)ca(£^/.  S076-5077). 

g  4.  Cimttnis  and  stt/inx  of  a  7>«t.— After  con(:ratulating 
the  Thcsulonian  Chnstiant  on  Iheir  brotherly  lore  and  faith  and 
patience  (■''*)>  Paul  addresses  himself  to  the  situation  which  had 
Ipeciallycallcd  into  exercise  the  last-named  virtue.  («)  The  trials 
and  troubles  under  which  they  arc  now  suifcnng  ( 1  *")  are  simply 
a  prelude  to  the  rdief  and  rindication  which  will  be  thein  at 
the  coming  of  Jcstis.  (^)  As  the  anticiption  of  thif,  however, 
had  already  produced  a  morbid  fonatical  excitement  in  certain 
quartets,  owing  to  the  fact  of  some  people,  apparently  rioni  a 
micundentandtng  of  bix  instructions,  having  failed  to  recollect 
that  the  wupoviT^  while  near,  could  not  happen  till  after  the 
appearance  and  overthrow  of  a  hostile  power,  I'aul  proceeds 
(j'")  10  reiterate  hi*  oral  teaching  on  this  point.  He  then 
concludes  (>**■'')  wiih  an  expression  of  confidoncc  in  them,  an 
appeal  for  loyally  to  his  teaching,  and  a  brief  inaycr  for  their 
constancy  and  comfurt.  Asking  their  prayers,  in  turn,  for  himself, 
he  renews  his  expression  of  conlidenoc  and  interest  (3'"'),  where- 
upon, after  a  word  on  the  maintcnanoeordiM-iplineand  industi 
the  epistle  closes  (a*-"). 
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nbc  bcHh  Iclien  to  have  cxne  Irota  Piul.*  we  need  not  hckllak  to 
fiue  t  Th«aalonUn*  ptior  to  3  Thewloniuis,  in  opporilion  to  ihc  levme 
hjrpMhnii  ol  Groliui  (l«M<l  nuinly  on  an  »nili|u>itc<l  ehruna1o|;v),  BunKn, 
Renin  (ik  SJSL),  Euvld  [SeiUKireitem,  pp.  13^),  am]  Lauicnt  {.^A'.,  1864, 
pp.  497  f.  i  AfTSntJitH,  pp.  49  r.),  Thcic  Uno  rKison  why  lucha  crimlonol 
Cftmlncncn  •*  a  Tti  3"  thnuld  have  appnnd  Sn  th«  eutlett  of  Paul'i  loltcrt : 
la  view  of  a*  its  apptaiancc,  oJler  the  oampodtlon  of  I  Thett.  and  even  other 
Iciien,  i*  piyeholo^cally  accurate.  It  is  unnatural  to  Rnd  a  i«f«r«nce  to 
a  Tb  J*""  in  I  Th  4"""  j  buidcn,  ■«  Hotneinann  point*  out  [p,  495), 
If  1  Tbev.  is  held  10  bciis]r  all  the  tone  of  a  6nt  tetter  (Ewkld),  what  about 
3  Tl  )**f  The  compaiaiiie  absence  of  allusitmn  in  3  Theai.  to  I  Then^ 
(cp.,  bowevft.  a  Th  »■  ■  I  Th  4"  <":•)  ia  eiplatncd  by  the  fact  th«t  in  iha 
vBDOuA  cpuile  Pad  gpet  back  ta  eUborilc  pan  of  hii  original  oral  icAchlnc 
in  view  of  fmh  need*  which  had  appcattil  linco  ho  widio  I  Then.  Finally, 
wkik  I  Th  3"-jf  dnet  not  exclude  the  pouibillly  of  a  jitcvloui  letter,  it 
cmnaot  be  mkde  to  pmuppoic  one  of  the  character  of  a  Then. ,  leait  of  oil 
•hen  written  ftoo  Been  (Ac  17",  Laurent  and  Ewald). 

Pkul  It  Still  with  Silvanus  and  Timolheus  (t^)  at  Cottnth 
(3*  =  Ac  18,  I  Til  2"');  he  is  writing  presumably  not  longt 
after  the  dispatch  of  the  foimer  cpisile  {1").  having  heard  (3")  J 
of  the  mitchief  caused  by  local  m  isundeniandings  of  what  he 
had  taught  on  the  coune  of  ttie  Last  Things.  To  repudiate 
BiMOOCcplioDS  and  thereby  to  calm  the  mind  of  the  church 
smtd  its  anabaptist  perils,  is  (he  apostle's  aim.  \Vhat  he  has  to 
communicate  by  way  of  instruction  is  practically  a  re-staiement, 
firmer  and  more  detailed,  of  teaching  already  orally  impancd(i*-  '^), 
not  a  discussion  of  novel  doubta  and  difficulties.     If  any  change 

*  On  tbc  hypothetia  that  both  are  lub-Paullne,  Bant  and  van  der  Met 
[tf.  ti/.  pp.  iaS-i64>  aisue  for  the  piioiily  of  1  Thcuoloniitni,  the  laiiM 
ae|NfWing  the  two  by  the  Ul  of  Jtnualcoi.  The  arguments  against  ibem  m« 
bjTTM  Uanto  iOiidtnMt,  ti-i5(,  and  the  evidence  in  favoiii  of  iho 
loider  is  beMattiytd  by  Hofmann  (pp.  j^jf.)-  LuoeRitnn  Ittef.), 
IppL  49]f.l,anil  Johannes  (134 f.),  in  Iheir  respective  editions. 
Tbi  problem  is  not  (o  ([ntuiiout  ai  it  may  appear.  A  timllar  drniculty  vpKea 
critla  of  the  Otynihiai:  oraiiana;  sornc  ir^g.  Whiiton,  Fliihe,  Grate,  and 
TUrlwaD]  tiold,  m  internal  evidence,  that  Demoathenct  niiut  have  delivered 
lb*  Meood  IpMCh  6nt,  and  the  f|ucMion  hu  excited  keen  deWie,  efpccially 
itaec  PcDefti't  deltftce  of  the  edited  order. 

t  Tbe ItrmimiiaJfum iiiui nnl viiit  toTheuiLlonika (Ac Kf"*).  Corioth 
ia  Ac  ooly  pUc«  that  wc  know  of,  where  the  three  men  were  together  at  this 

S  The  cbuinci  of  information  la  not  ipecified,  but  poulbty  Paul  hid  been 
afipMled  10  bf  ibc  IcuKnu  men  10  lend  hji  authority  Bgainil  the  tpuiious 
'ifirilual*  developmenu  at  Thnulonika  (3").  The  situation  demanded 
cipUdt  wtktoi  ooniuels :  evidemly  no  visit  of  Sllvuiui  or  Tlmothtui  would 
t  Mffccd,  rem  had  ihey  beeo  able  tn  leave  Corinth. 
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in  the  situation  has  taken  place,  it  haa  been  to  shirt  the  centre  of 
gnriiy  from  fears  about  the  dead  to  extravagant  hopes  cherished 
bjr  the  living,  and  to  aggravate  the  rextlestnets  of  soni«  pietistic 
members.  Hence,  for  one  thing,  the  general  similarity  of 
structure  and  atmosphere  in  both  cpistlM,  and,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  sharper  emphasis  in  the  second  upon  Paul's  authority. 
Both  of  these  features,  together  with  the  singular  eschatology 
and  the  style,  have  roused  suspicion  as  mark*  of  a  sub-Paulinc 
period. 


I 


ther 
ity.     1 


S  5-  Aulharship  and  aim  of  3  Tfieit. — Is  the  literary  relation 
between  i  Thcss,  and  3  Thcss.  more  intelligible  if  they  are 
taken  as  written  successively  by  Paul,  or  if  the  second  is  com- 
posed by  a  later  Paulintst  working  on  the  basis  of  the  first? 
The  latter  theory  draws  its  strength  from  the  remarkably  close 
and  continuous  similarities  between  the  two  epistles  in  style  and 
content  and  anangement  (apart  from  z'",  the  fresh  material  of 
3  Thcss.  occurs  mainly  in  i*-"  a"  j*- ii-i*.  irj.  These  Mini- 
laritics  can  hardly  be  explained  by  the  mere  fact  that  Paul 
was  once  more  (in  a  Thcss.)  writing  to  the  same  people;  fo* 
while  any  writer's  correspondence  shows  an  almost  unconscious 
reproduction  of  the  same  ideas  and  terms  in  letters  written,  even 
to  dilTerent  people,  during  a  given  period  when  his  mind  was  full 
of  similar  conceptions,  the  literary  phenomena  in  the  present  case 
ore  rather  too  numerous  and  dcuiled  to  permit  of  any  explana- 
tion save  one  which  presuppose*  either  (cp.  Zahn't  INT.  §  16, 
note  6)  that  Paul  read  over  a  copy  (see  above,  p.  51)  of  1  Thest. 
before  writing  j  Thcss.,  or  that  the  author  of  the  latter  had  the 
former  before  him. 

The  latter  theory,  which  regards  the  Epistle  as  a  pseudonym- 
ous writing  composed  by  some  Paulinist,  on  the  basis  chiefly  oj 
1  Thcss.  and  the  Corinthian*  Epiatles,  in  order  to  win  Pauline 
sanction  for  its  eschaiologlcal  conceptions,  has  been  worked  out 
along  two  lines  t  in  the  main,  one  (i.)  dating  it  in  the  latter  part  of 

*  A  lilllg  Mil  of  common  mnm  would  cniparst«  (oae  of  (he  Mgnments 
ued  by  TBA  MsficD  and  Vollct.  wlio  find  rv«o  I  Th  3'~*  stupicioiu  1)eeiiiM  il 
KKmblei  »  Co  ;*■'.  Thit  ini|iU«  lh«l  niiHilnf  circunulancei  muM  noi  recur 
In  a  muu'x  tireiimc,  and  ihii,  If  he  wiihri  \o  dcicribe  ih«  niiuion  of  ooe 
friend  10  ■  church,  lie  muii  Fschcw  lungiiai'c,  however  natural,  nhich  he  had 
cmplci)«d  on  a  iicvii-iui  ommioii.  I  Th  1'  snd  t  Tli  \**  aie,  of  coune,  mere 
lmttali<>ii»  u[  I  C"  ij"! 

t  An  interntediMc  d«le,  in  variuiu  form*,  ww  •dvecalrd  lijr  Kein  {wIm 
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the  seventh  decade  {e^.  Baur  and  Srhmiedel).  the  other  (ii.)  going 

funher  down  towards  the  end  or  the  first  (Wicde.  von  Sodcn)  or 

the  beginning  of  the  jecond  century  (Hilgcnfeld,  £m/.  641  f.; 

Hasc,    XinAfitx^icAufi/t*'',    f>.  69;  Bahnscn,    Pfleidcrer,    Rauch, 

HolURunn,  Hollmann,  Bnickncr:  CAfVK.  353-256 ;  N.Schmidt, 

Prt^hti  of  Kaxartth,  pt  ■96  =  1'.  no  A.D.)  during  Trajan's  reign. 

Tbe  latter  group  of  theories,  in  so  far  as  it  traces  an  anti-Cnostic 

pokmic  in  the  C|>i.itlc  (ielf-deification  being  a  Gnostic  trail,  cp. 

Jude  ••",  1  P  a"-";  Justin's  Apol.  i,  16,  etc.),  has  been  undei^ 

mined  by  nvodem  investigations  inio  the  cycle  of  eschalot ogical 

mditions  upon  aniichnsi,  which  put  it  beyond  doubt  that  the 

luiguage  of  a*"**  need  not,  and  indeed  caruiot,  be  taken  in  a 

spnboltc  sense  as   the  delineation   of  doctrinal  erron.    The 

teferences  to  internal  apostasy  in  Ml  3^^-  (I'flcidcrcf)  *  aic  by 

no  means  so  realistic  or  detailed  as  here,  and  no  hypothesis  of 

this  kind  has  yet  succeeded  in  giving  a  coherent  account  of  the 

KMnining  force.    The  allusion  to  the  temple  (>*)  is  a  particular 

difSculty  in  the  way  of  all  theories  which  date  the  writing  after 

A-D.  70 ;  upon  the  other  hand,  as  Wrcdc  candidly  allows,  the 

case  for  a  date  c  70  a.d.  (as  put,  t.g.,  by  Schmicdel)  is  largely 

hypothetical,  not  only  on   account  of  the  impossible  Neronlc 

iatarpretation  which   it  involves,  but   because  it   is  extremely 

AflScult  to  understand  how  a  pseudonymous  letter  could  get 

bto  circulation  at  so  early  a  period,  unless  it  were  addressed 

to  the  church  at  large,     a  Thess.   it  addressed  to  a  specific 

church,  and  though  this   may  be  held   to   have   been   merely 

a  piece  of  drapery,  the  hypothetis  lacks  any  basis  in  reality. 

Tie  D«a>Mt  •Astnic}'  lolhaipooljiplic  tpccutalinnkuf  i''"lisin  (he  lUet 
AfonlypK  of  Jotm.  Bolb  wril'in|[i  idlcct  ihc  ii*diilon&l  cimcc|)lioiis  of  aclf- 
tMrnliiia  and  bliiphcmr<]  Th  3'''  =  Apoe  iji^elc.}!  I»lh,  uwunatunl. 
*w«  iW  tufatnG*  <•'  I'le  mIdii  undtt  ilie  ciltB^'y  of  *  future  retribution 
(aTb  i'*>Apac6'*''ctc.)l  botli  didtngnish  Ihc  ■nlicliriil-fieurc  ficnii  ShImi, 
tbo^h  Paul,  uolilic  Ihc  lain  prophrt.  Mf*  nnlhing  of  iht  dcwm  oF  Satan, 
mafininK  biiMctr  lo  ihe  (ate  of  ihe  devil's  ■gent*  and  vIciIbu  (a  Th  a"-,  t<p. 
Apocac^ll  boih  anticipate  aclimuoTeTil  crclheend,  Ibonsh  2 Theuk.  luck* 
any  i^aiWM  to  tha  Nero  tcdivlviu  atyth.     But  this  neither  involvet  a  coit- 

teok  itu  RSirsincr  tobc  V^fosSanoiTitut,  thr  sniicliiiti  lobcNciorcdivivui, 
•ad  (Jm  BnllKX  10  be  >  r>uUniil  of  Ihe  ei)[hth  decade)  and  Hitvcl  { Ongimt,  1*. 
ytjit  wt>0  'CBanlcd  Vf  ipMian  as  i  aor/xv  la').  ">d  Dotniiian  u  the  trtitai, 
*  Tbn*  do  noc  JBfiily  any  ibeoiy  or  llitrary  ikprndrnn  on  the  par  of 
I  TlKsa.  (R.  Scot!  1  q>.  H.  A.  A.  Kefuicdy,  SI.  Paafi  Ctmrftiani  eflh*  Lait 
71««.,Jjt.96f.J. 
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temporary  orii^n.  ncr  ihe  dependmcr  nfihc  one  viitine  upon  (h«oibcr.  Tn 
Paul  the  empire  it  the  retlraining  power,  wtiich  fen  a  wliile  is  >ble  to  hold  In 
cticck  ihe  untlcliriiit  oi  |i8ru(Io>iiirNiUh.  It»  view  ofll  U  religlout.  To  John 
llic  empire  iiiclf.  with  Iti  wnrahip  of  the  cmperof,  is  the  fttitichiinian  fbcec  In 
politic*-  The  laller  oullook  lay  fat  beyond  Ihe  hnriion  of  Paul,  and  ihe 
ilBiIlaritkt  al  coneepilon  which  undcilie  ihit  dlffenncc  run  back  to  the 
OMiimon  eKhitologiesI  mdiilon  which  hail  b«en  flowing  since  Daniel. 
Since  th«outbic«k  uf  Atitiuchus  Ki'iphsnct,  lell-dellicalion  and  the  trduction 
of  men  hod  been  notes  of  the  final  enemy  ;  any  vivid  expeclatlon  of  the  end, 
«uch  ai  tbst  cherished  by  aideni  Jewish  Chiisliant  like  Paul,  instinctii'cly 
MiMd  on  ihcie  irailt  in  order  to  depict  the  bi*t  meuiah  ;  it  tequired  do 
historicaJ  figure  like  Ncto,  or  even  CalieuU,  to  sufxeii  them  (cp^  £Cr.  Iv. 
I4f.,  and  M.  Uilicliku,  dit  GeiiWax/l  in  GUaibn  dii  PattlHS,  1909. 
57-4S1).*  Paul,  In  1  Til  1^-,  it  iiimply  operatine  uiih  a  Fainiliat  Bdiar- 
aiga.  which  is  loo  leatislic  10  be  a  second  •century  drscriplion  of  Gnosiiciim, 
•nd  luo  ruty  to  rt<(uire  a  date  in  (he  Mventh  decade  of  the  fittt  century. 

In  both  epistles,  but  especially  Jn  Ihe  second,  we  can  see  the 
torch  of  apocalyptic  enthusiasm,  streaming  out  with  smoke  a* 
well  u  with  red  flame,  whidi  Paul  and  many  Jewish  Christians 
in  the  early  church  employed  in  order  10  light  up  iheir  path 
through  (he  dark  providences  of  the  age.  Paul  is  prophesying 
— none  the  less  vividly  and  effectively  that  he  cIock  to  U 
fiipovt.  The  chief  clement  of  novelty  which  he  introduces  in 
a  Thess.  from  Jewish  tradition  (cp.  Dn  ■■'')  into  the  primitive 
Christian  eschalology,  is  the  conception  of  a  supernatural 
antagonist,  a  final  pseudo  •  messiah  or  aniichmt,  who  shall 
embody  all  that  is  profane  and  blasphemous,  an<l  who  shall 
be  welcomed,  instead  of  repudiated,  by  Jews  as  well  as  pagans. 

When  the  Pauline  authorship  is  doubted,  u[x>n  other  grountis, 
Ihe  eschatological  stratum  of  >  Thess.  is  differently  viewed. 
According,  c.j,,  to  Wrcdc.t  the  ablest  representative  of  this  view, 
a  Thcs*.  was  wriiicn  by  one  who  de-sired  to  counteract  the 
eschatological  views  encouraged  throughout  the  church  by  Paul's 
epistles,  and  who  took  1  Thess.  for  his  starting-point,  since  that 

*  So  R.  H.  Chailc*  IjtfftmiMt  tfliaiak,  ppi.  laii  f. :  '  In  no  case  could  3  Th 
«•""  have  been  written  after  a.I>.  7a  This  section,  whether  of  Pautin« 
■gltonliip  or  not,  it  in  lis  main  feature*  a  Chiittian  tronstonnBlioa  of  ■ 
cuirei^t  Judaiiilc  myth '). 

tTwo«l(he  weak  point*  In  Wrede's  clerer  reconstruction  are  [«)  ihe 
nitatiilKtoiy  te**on  giim  why»iicli*«nief  ihoutdliavc  fixed  on  I  Theis,aiul 
If  to,  why  be  thoold  have  rlibantcd  his  iigumeni*  inta  Utc  peculiar  ihape 
of  a  TbcMi  I  W  why  he  made  hi*  eschati>lu|;icil  cunvction  in  »ich  ambiguous 
ttrni*.  Th«  very  otweuiiiy  of  1 II1  a''"  tells  in  favcair  li,  niher  tluui  agaiMI, 
the  Pauline  suihoiship  (cp.  Mackintosh  in  Exf?  iL  417-4^). 
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contained  the  inOBt  noubic  outline  of  this  ncbalotogy. 
le  sole  fooibold  Tor  such  theories  is  the  acre]>tiince  of  i  Thess. 
genuine,  in  uliich  aue  i  Thcis.  would  be  an  attempt  to 
e  the  subsuncc  of  the  curlier  cpisilc,  bringing  it  up  to 
''dale  with  warnings  againti  con  tern  poraty  funaticium  and  i>ieiiatic 
enihususm,  and  restating  the  Pauline  cschatology,  for  the 
Dcfit  of  a  later  generation,  in  tcrm«  of  a  wider  historical 
irospect.  For  this  general  view  of  the  document  an  excellent 
csae  nuy  be  stated,  when  the  fcatuics  of  style  and  spirit,  the 
^lecio]  escbfttotogical  muiivct,  the  absence  of  sjiedal  traits  in 
the  situation  of  the  Thessalonians,  and  even  allusions  like  «* 
and  i",  arc  put  together.  I'he  argument,  however,  is  at  best 
cumulative,  and,  for  all  the  difiicuUies  of  the  epistle,  it  is  fair  to 
say  that  almost  every  one  of  the  ftaturts  which  sot-m  to  portray 
another  physiogiwmy  from  that  of  Paul  can  be  exj>lained, 
without  straining  the  evidence,   upon   the  hypothesis  that  he 

tmote  the  epistle  himself  (so  most  recent  editors).  It  is  upon 
Ihe  Toemblanoes  to,  and  the  discrepancies  with,  i  Thess.  that 
most  recent  critics  of  the  Pauline  authorship  (Wcizsacker,  HoUk- 
mann,  HoUmann,  Wrede)  are  content  to  reat  tlieir  case,  a^uing 
that  X  Thc«s.  is  connected  with  i  Thess.  as  Ephcsians  with 
Cohwsians.    The  following  are  the  main  points  in  debate : — 

(a)  Ot  the  t«a  drof  tO/nifi/ra,  one  or  two,  t.g.  (i*}  SI«)|  =  punishment 
tS«p  i8"  tit.,  <p-  JutJi"'!.  tyauxiepat  (:',  I'n),  titu  [i\  ep.  ft  jf'}. 
invMViU  (1*1,  Hlht^  {3*.  Sup  14'),  tnaj-  be  furl]r  ucrlbtd  to  Ihe  ptC' 
AMDNWitt  infiMiKc  of  ihe  hXX  upon  the  wiltcr't  mmd  ;  othen,  tike  iplen 
it'imaA  </a»B)idi  {i'i,  ihough  iliicnl  liom  the  oihei  grnulne  rplMlex  vf  Paul, 
UG  loo  coaunoa  in  ihe  pHmiiivc  Chrulian  vocabnUiy  Co  admit  of  much 
■wpoTlMKv  tiring  stiachcd  to  (heir  u>lit*ry  npiicanncc  here.  The  sppeu* 
Mca  el  irt^irttt,  abjch  onlf  reoin  in  ihc  riiiline  poiioro]*  (see  on  Ihit 
tamE.  Abbot  mJB!..,  1S81,  16-iK,  Milli|;»nScil.  uSf.).  isiurpmjng.uiil 
tlH  afaame*  of  tr,  logelhef  with  ihc  use  of  oUf <o(  u  an  adj.  at  llirre  tennink' 
iIcM,  ta  almoM  mfiicioiu.  Still,  as  Sa^tii  |  FKh-Za-Ai/i  ikt  J/vi/i.'t  Paulm. 
■905,  So)  concludes,  "  hn  canxn  eixebcn  elk  I<--iik(i(;nphiKhen  Vnhilini»c 
iliM«  Btkfct  ocdct  fUi  die  BcjuhunE  ooch  fur  die  Vemeinung  dci 
tlil»hinti«i.i  etwDi  Wranttlichci."  (»}  Hut  if  the  vpcaliulaiy  hy  ittcti 
vtiold  MX  be  HlTicicnc  loeicilecDmmcm,  ihe  >Iyle  of  Ihe  leltcf  it  icmukible. 
la  addUian  10  a  ccttaia  hirmalii)'  or  ufTicitl  tin([e,  there  i*  a  cuciouc  poveiiy 
of  opr<auo)i<ad  wa  x  Ixl.  <>(  puini.  In  ihc  ticaimcnt  o(a  iiitgeei  like 
tba.  It  wu  iucvtiaUc  thai  one  of  iho  phrawa  and  lennt  (honlrl  lecur 
Ur^a*e■,f^r.  the  ftitfit-ijtOBp  (l").  llw  rimf-etoup  (i«-"-"  j'l-a  3>-»), 
4^»«W««  ud  allied  IBim*  d"  a"  3»-  "^"l,  wtftyytMu  {]*■  •■  >*■  >').  uid 
*W^  (1*  i").  Still,  ii  may  be  confoMcil  thai  elMwhere,  t.e-  in  Om  dc- 
(i  <Jod  and   Chriu   (t*'*  a"  ■"].  the  ci^iniE  of  >hank>  (1*  a^). 
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n4  tbi  wpeiilkB  of  npliXyt.  «e,  d'*-'*  j"),  tkttt  a  >  tUtrftjpti 
•dhncaot  to  ontala  htm*  of  Bxpwaon  <k  (miw  which  admitttdlx  k 
uaDHwl  io  FmI.  Ib  puis  the  Ujie  tnoablet  wMtuaf  la  be  met  cbeobtn 
la  Hm  Iclten  of  Paul.  Tlui  ii  p«niniUcl)r  lh«  omc  in  pKMgn  like  t*-", 
whcfc,  ii  Duit  l)c  kllovrd,  "  ibc  lant;ai(c  ii  broad  uid  {nJUt«il,  uu]  alio 
dipcwive  to  U)  Htcni  breisB  to  TbuI'i  muiBec*  (Weiaaeker}.  Bui,  ttitt 
Mas  •llomtBCc  iimadc  fat  ibtinfliMfioeof  Iheiat^Kt  on  the  vonbulirr  ud 
tptrii  of  (h«  uiSoi,  u  xelt  M  fat  iht  ponibl«  c»«p«iMlon  *  in  pMta  d 
Silnniu,  hiiBiell  ■  prophcl  and  in  all  likelihood  ih:  imanucnui  of  Panl 
Icp.  I  P  5"),  ihii  fealarc  auiinia  ptoporlioni  which  arc  nut  incomfaliblt  with 
thie  hypofhou  thu  Paul  dkiaicd  the  letter  a*  a  whole,  f 

J.  Wdia  iSK.,  189a,  15)  r.)  atiritnies  both  Ictlen  to  the  SItuiiu  who 
wrau  t  P.  R.  SoMI  MDiiUrly  data*  Ihcs  bttw«m  a.D.  70  and  80,  the 
•poealjrtMk  paiu  by  Siivwus  (i.«.  t  1%  4-5,  3  Th  1-3),  (he  rest  compOMd 
and  the  whole  edited  by  Tluotheiu. 

As  for  (he  diMNfMAcSn  t  which  lut«  bnn  ■llosed-— (be  bfger  cmphaait 
on  Ihc  «patllc's  teachine  (1''*)  and  cnunplc  (]*,  cp.  ■  Th  I*)  does  not  Imply 
Ihal  lomc  impicion  of  his  suthorily  tnint  haiv  sprung  op  at  Thewatonika. 
The  »cvr<e  lone  (J*'"]  b  now  a*  rtecotMry  Tor  the  TheiaiJontaw'  btnrlit  aj 
it  wu  to  be  soon  for  the  welbte  of  the  Cocinthiam  (I  Co  4*  jM) ;  the  time 
had  come  for  plain -speaking  and  warning  sddrcMcd  to  Ihcm  a«  il  wm  Io  coow 
(m  (h«  Galatiaru  (Gal  4"  S*"")-  The  dilTereni  rcuoni  aUcftd  for  woekfa^ 
■t  hk  trade  in  order  10  support  hifluelf  are  by  no  mean*  p^hologkally 
iocompuibJe.  Tbe  inolive  of  indepertdtnt*  given  in  i  Th  a*'-  may  quite 
well  have  btcn  Paul's  psimary  lhou|[ht ;  but  this  does  not  eii:lude  the 
secondaxy  motiire  of  wiihins  to  set  as  eomple,  which  might  be  iddoced 
«hn  ttuiiiiy.  Giealcr  dilKculty  stlMhcs  to  Ihc  apparent  change  of 
baui  tewafdt  the  second  adveni.  which  in  I  Th  j'  Is  sudden  while  In  a  Th 
^  it  it  the  climax  or  a  develupment.  Bnt  tMi  i*  mainly  a  diflercnoe  of 
mphatia.  Such*  diatiepancy  (ep.  Clemen,  T/.X.,  190a,  jajf.)  ii  nati<relo 
almost  all  the  primitive  Oiristiui  conceptions  of  the  cod  1  to  be  initantaneous 
and  also  10  be  heralded  by  a  hiMorical  prelude  wne  eschatologial  tnits  of 
Ibc  Hcocid  advent  which  weie  coiutandy  left  tiik  by  wdc.  Un  this  poiM 
Ihc  vaiialion*  of  the  two  Tbeualoniao  Icllers  ue  ciplicable  as  proccedinc 
((Dm  one  mui'i  mind  under  the  iirevi  u(  dilTerenl  practical  religion*  needs; 

*"The  dlificulliei  of  siraclure  and  exprtmion  milking  1  Tti  I*"**  in- 
dieue  the  introductioa  by  the  original  writer  of  tome  non-PiDline,  and 
probably  111 urginl.  MMMiMi'*  (FiulUy,  p^  Ivii;  cp.  McGilAit,  Xfii.  $054). 
The  rhyihmiciJ  swing  of  i"'**  tiii;£csis  s  reminiscence  or  quotsilun  ot  tome 
early  Chriiiiui  h)-mn,  perhaps  one  of  the  ^dA^M  which  he  heard  at  Cctinlh 
(iCoiS*»). 

t "  Da»  II  Th  in  kcincm  Sinn  «in  ctuuei  Bach  isl,  wird  man  lUKetfchen 
.  .  ,  ihtt  Pa)t\u%  kann  aoch  ctniml  aus  cirter  gewiuen  Vrrlegenheit  hetaus 
etMnBrtrfgtKhrittacntHben,  wrlcherden  Kindriickniachi.ilcnMincCrgnet 
■oott  seineM  pendnlichen  As^rrte^  nkchucien  (a  Co  10") .  .  .  tVant  rtir 
t  n  ifijit  ttiiiim.  aiOrdm  Our  //  /'Jk  m-*t  timijfaitdm  '  (jBlicber,  56). 

;Th«  alleeed  incomiuency  of  1'  wlih  1  Th  J**,  at  JowctI  ibvw*.  b  not 
"mpcMMihedifTerencc  in  tone  of  1  Co  l**and  ibe  rcK  of  tbevfiltde." 
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tbey  do  nol  MiQe  m  to  potli  tny  rcviiion  at  cartccii»n  of  Puil'i  ideai  by  ■ 
Uln  writrt  who  (ell  moved  tn  (wondk  llic  ■pfaitnl  {xMponrmrni  uJ  ihe 
mIvcm  with  Ihe  cagct  primllive  hope.  Baur,  whi}  malic*  both  Iclteri  pen- 
nwdiae,  Innkly  adnuli  that  the  nine  wiitct  could  hat-c  viewieil  the  wapovffla 
froni  diltcKOt  point*  ot  view,  unij  cxpietMcl  hini><cir  In  kuch  dilTctent  w*y( 
■A  thoe  cpodin  indicaic.  I(  ihii  u  *o,  ihcre  li  lc«  tcuoti  to  heuUite 
tUtoal  MCribing  bolh  to  Paul,  pnrlicuUtly  when  tlie  evidence  o(  ityle  and 
vaekbaluj  b  (mnd  lo  praent  no  iniupcnible  diflicutty. 

\  %6.  lHUgrilyo/2  Thest. — Attempts  have  been  made  to  jolrc 
'the  problnn  by  finding  in  the  epistle  (a)  a  Pauline  nucleus  which 
hu  been  worked  over,  or  (i)  a  Pauline  letter  which  has  either 
suffered  inter|)u1ation,  or  (t)  incorporated  some  earlier  Tragroent 
perhaps  of  Jewish  otigin.  {a)  Starting  fiom  the  alleged  incom- 
patibttity  of  >'**  with  the  ctchatology  or  i  Thess.,  P.  Schmidt 
postulated  a  genuine  Pauline  epistle  in  i*"*  i'"  a'*-}'*,  which 
was  edited  and  eipandcd  by  a  Paulinisl  in  a.d.  69.  v\pait.  how- 
ever, from  the  atwence  of  any  adc'iuate  literary  criterion  for  this 
disiirtciion,  the  passages  assigned  to  Paul  are  not  free  from  the 
very  feature  which  Schmidt  considers  fatal  to  the  others,  vii. 
nmilorily  to  1  Tbess.  Bt;side»,  little  is  really  gained  by  postulat- 
ing such  a  restricted  activity  on  the  part  of  the  editor.  For  his 
poipoae  it  would  have  been  as  nmplc  and  more  cfTcctirc  to 
coiDpOK  an  entire  epistle,  and  the  section  i*'*  is  so  cardinal 
a  feature  of  the  canonical  writing  that  the  latter  may  be  said  to 
stand  or  fall  with  it.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  Hausraih's  conjeclute 
that  the  whole  epistle  b  a  later  scaffolding  built  round  the  original 
Pauline  pa».-^{c  in  !*•'*,  is  even  preferable  to  any  theory  like 
that  of  Schmidt,  {t)  The  strongly  retributive  cast,  and  the 
emphatic  OT  colouring,  of  i*""*  might  suggest  the  possibility  of 
llua  passage  having  been  inlerpoiated  {McOifTeti,  J^BL  5044), 
the  *Ic  2  of  v.*  connecting  with  v.".  This  is,  at  any  rate, 
more  plausible  ttian  the  older  idea  that  a''"  represented  a 
Monianist  interpolation  (J.  E.  C.  Schmidt,  Bibliotkek  Jur  KHHk 
a.  Extgae  da  NT.,  1801.  385  f.),  or  a'-*  a  Jewish  Christian 
I  piece  of  apocalyptic  (Michdsen,  TT.,  1876,  113  f).  (<■)  Finally, 
'  m  j*-"Spil(a  {op.  at.  pp.  139  f.)  detects  a  Caligula-apocalypse,* 
though  it  b  not  quite  dear  how  far  Timotheus,  the  supposed 
author  of  the  cpbttc,  has  simply  reproduced  its  leading  features 
01  ttwiscnbed  part  of  it.     More  elaborately  but  less  oonrincingly 

*Thc  ficvK  of  Caligula,  with  ha  impious  Klf-deificalion,  is  seen  by  other 
BlIieibc^Dd  t)U(  pUHgc ;  cp.  i.^.  Giotlut,  Renan,  II.  i9jr.,ilL  351  f.,  and 
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a  pre-Chrlfltinn  Jewish  apocalypjw  is  found  by  Pierson  and  Naber 
(«/,  fit.  pp.  II  f.)  in  !*■"  3'"  3i-«-"'»,  which  was  woiked  overbjf  I 
the  unknown  second-century  Paul  whom  the  Holland  critics  find] 
so  prolific  and  indispensable.     The  literary  criteria,  however,  ait' 
as  unreliable  hcic  as  in  the  cognate  altcmpts  to  apportion  various 
sections  of  John's  apocalypse  to  Jewish  and  to  ChriMian  belief; 
such  theories  ignore   the  large  amount    of   common    ground 
between  primitive  Christians  and  their  Jewish  compalriois,  espe- 
cially in  the  sphere  of  esehaiology.     In  i'"  the  Jewish  basis  is 
no  more  plain  than  the  Christian  supersiructurc 

The  cniKDiBtic  m^  S'*  ttiartXItt  lit  li'  iiM^fi  which  bat  Ereqocnily  bent 
UKd  to  prove  ih>  tub-l'aulinf  date,  may  rcTrt  in  tomcihln);  Paul  had  wriilcn 
(rilher  In  I  Thex.*  otttialoM  letlcf),  ot  il  may  denote  imneniiMepTncnuti'in 
o(  hii  ideu  in  a  pieudonymoui  kller,  putporling  [o  vmanalt  ftom  himtetf 
ot  one  of  hi*  compaiiioiik  In  any  cam,  the  nprcuion  doc*  nui  oonclurivvly 
point  to  a  pnit-raulinc  ociEi" :  ndiher  does  5",  which,  while  ronodvaUy  t 
due  to  ihr  pcemcclitaled  endcavniii  of  a  Pituliniil  lo  win  aiithiprily  lot  bit 
work  by  an  appeal  to  Paul't  lignalure,  may  Jul!  at  rcasonalily  indicale  ■ 
naiuml  piecaution  oflhe  apcallc  in  vitw  ormipKled  pKudonj-inous  cpU(Iei.t 
Funhcrmorr,  in  view  of  pMwgrt  like  I  Co  il"  15^,11  ii  needlen  roicada 
tecond'ccnlury  cmpharii  on  oial  apoitollc  mdition  (llilgcafeld)  laio  llw 
lancuajf  of  j"  J*. 

f  7.  Earlinl  tratit  »f  a  Titn. — The  acguarnlancc  of  Potykaip  with  [he 
(pi(ilc(l*in  Pol.  xi.  3,  and  3"  In  il.  4=et  non  licul  lnimico<itale«exiatu)Klu}, 
and  the  echoes  of  the  cvhaiolosical  KClion  in  Jusiin  Martyr,  J/al.  xNifi., 
CI.,  nvi.,  loKeiher  with  iu  inctuiion  in  Maidun's  Canon,  piore  the  etifl- 
CUM  of  the  writing  early  in  the  tecond  century,  and  ihcicfoie  tell  acaiml  any 
theory  ol  iu  compoiiiion  between  A. D.  too  and  lia  Later,  like  the  firai 
epiiile,  it  oocun  in  (he  Muratorian  Canon;  it  i«  «apl ici I ly  quoted  by  Tct- 
lullian  {Sctr^,  xiii,,  rtiurr,  lamii,  axlv.l,  trenicut  {aJv.  Arc.  ili.  7.  3,  f, 
33.  It,  and  Gem,  Alex.  \Sirem.  v.  ]),  whilit  Origen  appeari  to  have  torn- 
menled  on  ll  a*  well  at  on  i  Tliew.  (cp,  DB.  v.  ^t)(^).  The  echoes  in 
Ilainahai  II*  =  xviii  i,  ]■  =  iv.  g,  >■'  '■  b  xv.  5,  frar  i\t^  i  vDh  a£T«i) 
■arofry^ti  lir  laipif  mi  ivi/tav  lai  •fitttl  reit  dn^tit)  >ceni  to  indiealr 
rslhrt  mure  than  a  ci:inrmi>n  IajiIi  of  pi-pular  tradition  (no  Ranch  in  ZU'f., 
1895,  45Sf.),  and,  like  the  Apocalypse  of  John,  iThcs'.  appears  lobavebcMi 
drcutaled  in  Gaul  (cp,  the  eptille  of  Lyoni  and  Viennr,  Mu«.  H.  S.  v.  t). 


*  Aceordin^  10  PlleidcTer,  il  inilicales  a  detln  on  the  part  of  the  writer  la 
dikriedil  I  Theu.  in  favnui  of  bit  own  oonipotition. 

t  lliliig  {.VtnMitihrifl  J.  viis$aiiika/ll.  Vtrtiiit  M  Zurkh,  iSjiS,  57-4S) 
contiilcnd  that  3"''  In  ihit  tpitilc,  and  j'*-  **  in  the  ftitt,  wore  all  the  um- 
authentic  clemcnu  10  be  (outuL  Wrede  nw  bchiiid  it,  a*  behind  Polykaip, 
a  nrfiu  PatUintim, 

t  Some  (t-jT-  Weisac,  StiaHgr  ttr  KriliM  d.  Am/.  Brit^,  p.  91  Splta, 
and  J.  Weitt]  hold  it  it  a  nursinal  nute. 
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RrRATUSK. — (d)  Editiaiu— (r«  ih«  Dumcroiu  paLriitic  and  aifdJKval 
tarics,  IM  Lighlfcoi'i  «l.  pp.  XtT\.'\.  Liilhct'i  epoch -tut  king  /w 
^fttttlaat  l\aili  ad  Calatai  lammtnlarim  (Latin,  \%\%  eto.  ;  Getnun, 
iSsjt  I  Eofluli,  1575  T)  J  J.  Bugcnhagen,  AJnM.  in  GAlatai.  tK.  (1517]  1 
CajrCan,  IHtr^h  txfttiih  (Riitnc,  IS19I:  J-  G*en«iia,  Brtvimna  StlMia 
f  IruU,  154}!:  W.  Mutculus,  Coiho.  ih  i/niltlat  P.  «il  Go/at.  rt  £fUt. 
(■561)1  John  Prine  (Oxford,  107];  rUtfc  BtLnhona't  fi^t/OT^iV  (Salamanca, 
(590);  Salntfon  (Cologne,  1601):  R.  Rollock,  Amafysii  LtgiiA  (Lonilon, 
1603):  B.  Buiiu,  Cfmrntmarji  (Crei&nid,  l6ij)i  D.  Ptreui(Heid«1b«tB. 
i64l)i  Crclltat  (1618);  h'creutun  (1659):  Coccriu)  (1665);  S.  Schmid 
(1690)1  T.  AVtnXaof,  Dt  taidtrit/  van  raullm  an  it  Gaialtn  (Lddcn, 
1695,  Genu.  (r.  1699)1  SlraeiiMC  (Klrn»!iiii|;.  17C4) :  S.  J.  Baumgancn, 
itr  Bri^i  P.  am  Jit  Galai.  Eph.  Phil,  Ctiui.  Pklm. 
^TkeiMl.  (Halle,  1767):  ChanJla  (1777):  Mayec  [Vienni,  1788): 
f*  (>79*)i  S.  F.  N.  Murut,  Aimtitt  in  tfiiitlat  P.  orf  Cut«l.  tl 
\SfJUtia  |t795>i  llcnilct  (1805):  Boigcr's  InJtrfrtia^i*  (Le^cn,  1807] ; 
iFbtl,  VaHnimicni  ultr  J.  BntfandU  (Mat.  (iSlSJ;  H.  E.  (i.  Ibiulua, 
^Dn  Af«*ttt  PatilM  Ltkfbritft  on  iie  Galater  h.  dtmirdriittii.cic.  (iSjl): 
Hulbiea  (Grnhwald,  iSj})  i  RUck«n  (I.ciptig,  iNjj] :  L.  Uatcri  (Zurich, 
'*i3)J  H.  A.  Schoti  [iS}4l*!  Saicliniiui  iCtmmrnMin,  Valence,  1837); 
n^iiif  (1840);  F.  Windnchmann  (MayencF.  184])  1  dc  Woic'  (1S45); 
HHirnlrlrt  filVr  C.-trii/ uttrir/tt.  in  ttintm  gtiei.  Betiiianftn  unurtiuki  ■>. 
trkOrl.  Ltififie.  iSsi] ;  John  Biown  (Edin.  1S53) ;  S.  II.  Tufnrr  (Krw 
V«k,  1856!:  C.  J.  /ajho  (iSs6>!  H.  J.  T.  B«Ke  (London.  rSj?);  K. 
Wiaeler  (GMtingrn.  1859!  *:  O-  B-  Winer  •  (1859) ;  C  HoUien,  rniall  u. 
Gmtimttttjtmx  d.  Briijii  an  dii  G.  (1859) ;  Mcumcr'i  Ertl^mng  (Urticn, 
iSAi);  Merer*  (iBfiJi  ;  Bnping'  {iS6j)i  O.  J.  Gw>Tinc  (DuliUn,  1863); 
Voa«l  (I86j)i  ti.  W.  Malthiaa  (1865):  F.  X.  RHthinayr  (1E65I  ;  Sir 
SuAbtd  Carey  (I^wdon.  >^>t  Ellicott*  (1867)*;  Cadic  (1869):  Diach 
iriHta,  18711;  F.  Bnmln  (1871):  Hofmaim' (1871) ;  Rnira  (1S7S]  i  G. 
W.  mgcc  (1S7S):  Swday  (in  Ellicotl'i  Ctmm.  1879);  Schiff  (tSSi]; 
mUffl  (t884l;  tlniJbk  {Pulpit  Cemm.  18S5):  Bc«t>  (1SS5I1  D. 
htoiMri  <lSS6)i  C.  G,  Ftndlay  (£</.  BitU,  iSSS] :  A.  Schlfer  [1S90): 
ScUMtar  (1890):  E.  IL  PMownc  (Cunh.  Sible,  1S90);  Ltptlu)*  {HC. 
1191)1  CotMlrdS^]]:  Sciilenprennmg(Mtinicli,  1891):  l-\gtAfoat"  (tSgi)*; 
].  Dnammaad,  Tkt  £f.  1/  Si.  Paul  tt  Ik*  Ctl.,  tiflaintd  and 
lUmiraitJ  (Loodoo,  1893)1  Kahlcr*  (1893)1  Joweii'  (1894);  Z^kler* 
llS94]l  ]■  I>il'ncr  (1897,  Cutcriloh);  Sicflcrt  (Meyer,*  iS99)*i  j, 
Dnna»aiM)  l/alen.  //Jti.  NT.  1899I  :  Guijahr  (1900)1  Ceulemans, 
/tea  t4  Xtm..  I  II  a  C#.,  ad  Calalai  (1901I ;  O.  Schmotler  (in  Laiiee't 
BtM-tVfrt.  1901):  F.  Rendall  {EGT.  190311  Adeney  {CB.  d.  d.)i 
Bmhm*  (SST.  1907)1  Nielirtsch'  {Brmii  CemmiuariHs.  1907);  Z*bo' 
IZr.  I9«)'i  R.  Wolff  (190S);  B,  W.  BM«n  (N«w  y«k,  1909)1 
LkuDMm  yHBNT,  1910)  1  A.  L.  Willmms  {.CGT.  1910). 

(*)  Studies— |i-)  hiiturical  i— C.  lUrmnnn's  Dt  P.  ipitl.  ad  GaL  trihii 
frimit  cafititmldituttatri{l%n)i  Baur'a /Vh/bi  (EnK.  ir.  i.  logf,,  >6of.]*| 
Hllc>B<eli>.  'Z«  VoiccMhichie  des  UoL'  (ZMT.,  tS6o,  xAI.,  1866,  pp. 
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JOI  f.,  )SS4.  PP'  JOJ  r,]  :  Volkmar,  /tdw/iu  tvn  Damviui  Mi  turn  Calattr- 
trnt/ (r8871i  Holumann.  BL.  ii.  Jtg-JiS:  Sab«lj«r  (£.^^.  •.  359-364)1 
Ksppeler (/¥«/.  A'irdeiitfi/wig.  iSgi,  pp.  Jt^t.,  Jtbl..  76jf.|;  SebmMel 
{SBi.  1617-16361;  Juquiet(in  Vigoutoui,  i)S.ia.  61-77).  (ii.)oiilheteit : 
KlMtcniuinn'i  Pnhlrtut  im  JfttttlitJii  (i8Sj]i  Baljon,  1/*  Util  dtr trirmm 
Pan  PauliMi  nam  Jt  Ksmfititu,  tU  Csrmlkiirt,  tn  Ji  GulMitrt  (tSK4)i  and 
Extittiirk-irifitthi  vrrkamiiliHg  mitr  dm  tri^f  v.  P.  d.  d.  Gat,  (l88Q)t 
Cnmcr,  .ft  trit/van  Fttuiiii  oaH  dt  Galati/ri  in  tijH  ffrtfrfitifii/itn  ttrm 
AtnUldm  v/rtlaard,  l8i)0:  uid  Votler  idit  Cemfsiilimi  dtr  f^tiUn.  Ilaupl- 
trit/e  J.  I)tr  KimtT-  itnd GalMtriHi/,  1890) ;  SuIm  \.Prtliil.-Kir<htniiUw»g, 
tSSS,  981  f.),  wilh  ZJmmei.  /.it  Ttxlkrtlik  d.  Caialiria^it/ii  IZff'T..  18S1, 
pp,  481  r.,  iSSa,  pp.  119!.),  (iii.)  on  Gnl  a  ancl  Ac  ij,  C  Benhoiu.  Eiitigt 
StmtrlhiHgrn  iiitr  dit  SUlii  Gal.  »  and  iir  Vtrk.illH>it  mr  Afgmiiriti, 
(Hunbuis,  iSji,  ■  tpply  10  Batu);  Zjmmcr'i  Galat.  umd  AfeiUlfukitku 
(1SS7);  M.  Thonuu,  Af/iaKgi4  d'iiiMre  it  dt  tiltiraltirt  rtligiiMte  <htU, 
■8991.  PP'  t-195:  R-  Muiuio,  Un.  [1901)  i.  fipL  llif.i  Vvltci,  Patihu 
uwi  Stint  Bfit/t,  190J,  pp.  )iJ-a7J  !  fiucon,  Sltry  tf  St.  Pail,  pp.  1 16£, 
and  in  4/T.  (1907)  4S4f-!  J.  Kroyrnlmhl  [ZNW.,  1907,  S^f.).  (i».) 
|[elural :  Chemniu,  Ctlligium  Iktstegieum  luftr  £fi.  P,  ad  Gai.  (Jm*. 
1656) t  Semlet.  Parafhrtiii  Ifjl^);  F.  J.  A.  Schuite,  StMia  in  Ef*il.  ad 
Ga/aOu  (1784):  Myn*I«,  SM.  tn  d.  Bri^/  an  dit  Gal  (iltaj):  W.  S. 
Wood.  Srudikt  im  St.  Atrnft  Sf.  U  Iht  G.  (iSS;);  Bclxf,  dU  Sithlt^- 
fitidigvng  dti  hi.  PatilHi  im  Galal.  ["-a"  (1896)  i  A.  "&.  Bruec,  Si.  Pamft 
Cmaf'tian  af  Chriuianity'  [iS^),  37  f.  j  W,  M.  Rimny,  Hiilrriial 
Ctmmintaiy  (1899] :  M.  Dodi  tn  DB.  ».  93-981  lUupi't  introdDCtOfj 
iludinin  /MiHitlU  Stwg.  /t/:i//r'- (1904],  t-l6,  H^ioS,  161-iSj.  3jS-IS9i 
K.  U.  Sh*w,  r*t  Pauiint  £fiiiitt*{pp.  6al.);  ion  Dobichut((&lw.  99r.)i 
tnd  R.  Scoti,  Tit  Paulim  EftUlti  (1909),  103-116. 

%  \.  Oeotfiinv.^ Although  the  Galatian  ejiiHtle  wait  written  after 
Paul  had  visited  Thcsuloniks,  thcGalatian  churches  were  founded 
during  a  miuion  which  he  had  undertaken  some  time  before  be 
crossed  from  Asia  to  Europe.  From  the  more  or  lets  direct  re- 
miniscences of  which  the  letter  happens  to  be  full,  it  it  poisible  to 
reconstruct  a  preliminary  outline  of  bis  relation  CO  these  churches, 
wilhoul  calling  in  evidence  from  Acts  which  is  disputable  and 
which  fall.s  to  be  considered  se|»ratcly  in  the  first  instance. 

Patjl  had  visited  (he  Galatian  churches  twice.*  On  the 
former  of  these  visits  (4"  ri  -rportfrnf),  though  broken  down  by 
illnesi  {?  2  Co  1 1'  *),  he  liad  been  enthusiast  ic^illy  and  hos^wtabt/ 
welcomed  (4"''*) ;  many  had  been  won  over  from  polytheism  and 
idolatry  (4**}  to  the  knowledge  of  God,  i.t.  (as  at  Thnsalonika) 
to  &lth  in  Christ  the  crucified  (3'),  whose  death  t  meant  their 

*  Thii  miut  \x  nwinlaintd  mo1ii1el]>  i^inM  all  ulempti,  eipceially  in 
the  intmtt*i>r>  theory,  lo  cnkkr  rA  wp^tfi«i  =  wiX»x  or  Umpridem. 

t  The  cmphMi*  Ja  Gatatitni  upon  Ihe  dcAth  of  Jeiui  wu  due  10  iha 
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deifvennce  ^om  slavish  ignorance  and  the  present  evil  world 
(■*  j^X  T^  immedinte  result  of  the  mission  was  an  outburst 
of  idi^ous  fervour  (j'-*  4"-).  The  local  Christians,  who  were 
predominantly  Gentile  by  birth,  made  a  promising  xtart  (5*).  On 
his  second  vbit  (4'^  t^  ;"},  Paul  found  in  many  of  them  a 
disbetrtcning  slackness,  due  to  discord  and  incipient  legalism. 
His  plain  speaking  gave  offence  (4")  in  some  quartern,  though  it 
was  not  wholly  ii>eflectire.  Otherwise,  the  second  visit  (i'  5*) 
is  left  in  the  shadow.*  So  fat  as  it  was  accompanied  by  wam- 
ii^^  these  were  raiher  general  than  eli<:itcd  by  the  presence  of 
any  deBnite  and  imminent  peril  10  the  churches. 

Not  long  after  this  visit,  some  Judaising  opponents!  of  the 
■pottle,  headed  by  one  prominent,  and  evidently  powerful 
uMlivtduiil  (s'°),  made  their  appearance  among  the  Galatians, 
with  disturbing  and  un»ct[Ung  eflects  (3').  Thdr  '  gospel ' 
was  not  freedom  from,  but  fidelity  to,  the  Law  (i'**'*),  whidi 
Paul's  'gospel'  was  alleged  to  contradict  and  invalidate. 
Arguing  from  the  OT,  they  repreaentcd  Paul's  gospel  as  an 
imperfect  message  which  required  to  ba  supplemented  by  legal 
exsctitudeit  including  ritual  observances  (4'")  and  even  circum- 
cition.S    As  a  corollary  of  this,  Paul's  apostolic  position  was 

<ll|.lllf1i  I  ol  the  locaJ  omlrovcny  ;  ihe  Judkltlni;  ptn[>i|[and«  hid  nutuialty 
fimcd  this  point  in;i>  prominence.  Vet  tt  tnuit  h*VG  tieen  10  fiom  ih«  opcnine 
oT  ihe  nunioa:  Paul  had  b«fun  there  aa*t  Corinth  by  'dcpi'ting'  ihecrud- 
6*d  li'i.  Tbe  sole  npticil  alluilon  to  the  renirteclion  of  )t%ai  h  due  to 
the  bid  ihu  Paal  doitei  to  indicate  hii  commisrion  u  the  direct  and  divine 
pft  o( Ibr  rcipiing  Ctiritt  [r'-  "),  not  of  aneailMy  jnut  known  in  the  flesh. 

*  It  b  not  cjinie  cIcM  whether  the  irecesof  the  JudaUtic  ft|;iuiion  were 
iiMBd  bf  Pawl  on  thii  viiit  |io  Mp«ial1]r  Hemten,  Schoti,  Reoss.  Credner. 
Siefirrt,  Lipilvt,  llolMt^,  Wciu,  Flleidorer,  Wcinicktt,  inil  ZMkler),  or 
wbMhcf  they  fpnuig  up  only  after  he  hnd  ittt  (>o,  t^.,  Bleek.  Phillppl, 
RtnaH,  lIoTaann,  Zaha].  The  lone  of  wtptise  which  maiks  Ihe  apeoing  of 
Ott  •piMl*  telta  oe  the  whole  in  favunr  at  the  laitei  theory. 

t  The oonteinpiuoui  anonymity  o(  rtrii  (I'j  ruembiei  that  of  Col  a"'. 
Titer  ****  BmiMuin  of  Ihe  j cm uleni' church,  like  the  high  churchmen  of 
Ac  ij*.  Gal  a",  nactionaiici  or  jamo'  party. 

S  Appwently.  howercr,  they  withheld  litDm  (he  deluded  Galaliuu  ibe 
■ilavM*  that  (be  eniiie  Un  had  to  U  <>ti<^rd  (5*). 

f  TUa  tile,  (bey  altered  (5"),  Paul  had  hiiriKlf  employed  (in  the  ca*e  of 
TlMOllif  ?V  Aa  wne  of  the  Galatiam  (6")  had  been  carried  amy  by  Ihe 
piopi^oda,  uhlcUapptakdatonce  (ohiuheiand  lolowet  moiikci,  promiiing 
B  w—ptele  puaieuuKi  Ihereliy  of  the  priTilega  of  God'i  [met  (6"|  and  atwi 
niis|ill'w  bvm  penecntion  at  the  hands  of  Jewi  (5"  6"),  ,V/  brand*  ot 
•oaadti  t^  Puil,  an  tfaoM  of  [cut,  dm  of  Icipl  cltctimcliion  [6"]. 
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depredated.  His  authority,  the  Galatians  wvre  told,  wfti 
derived  from  the  apostles  at  Jerusalem,  and  contcquentty  bis 
leaching  must  be  checked  and  tested  by  the  orthodox  standard 
which  these  emissaries  claimed  to  embody.  In  short,  the 
admission  of  pagans  to  the  true  church  and  promises  (3*^- ") 
of  God  required  the  observance  of  the  Mosaic  law,  which  formed 
the  sole  valid  charter  of  divine  privili^e  and  messianic  iit- 
heiitance.  This,  and  the  consequent  disparagement  of  the 
apostle  *  as  an  unauthorised  agent,  formed  probably  an  eaty 
rel.ipEie  for  people  who,  Uke  other  Christians,  may  have  felt  (he 
depth  and  inwardness  of  Paul's  spiritual  gospel  too  much  for 
their  average  powers,  particularly  when  the  dominating  influence 
of  his  personality  was  removed. 

The  mischief  done  by  this  propaganda  alarmed  Paul. 
Matters  evidently  had  not  yet  gone  too  far  to  be  remedied ; 
only  a  few  had  been  circumcised.  Consequently  as  be  was 
unable  (or  unwilling)  for  some  reason  to  revisit  them,  he  wrote 
this  trenchant  letter  in  order  to  shame  them  out  of  their  terity 
and  retrograde  superstitions,  by  reiterating  and  expanding  the 
spiritual  principles  of  his  gospel  as  divinely  auihoritmivc  t  uk) 
morally  adequate.  How  the  information  of  the  Galatlan  lapse 
reached  him,  it  is  not  possible  to  say.  I  There  is  no  trace  of  any 
letter  sent  by  the  Galatians  (Hofmann,  Ramsay).  But  the  gravity 
of  the  situation  renders  it  unlikely  that  he  delayed  for  any  length 
a(  time  tn  writing  to  counteract  his  opponents,  and  to  judge  from 
allusions  like  those  in  1'  (ra;^wt  and  /nran0t<T$t — the  lapse  stiU 
in  procens),  the  interval  between  the  reception  of  the  news  and 
the  composition  of  the  letter  must  have  been  comparatively 
brief. 

ji  J.  Oitlint.—ThK  epistle  is  one  of  the  books  militant  in 
ancient  literature.     After  a  brief  introduction  (t'*),  Paul,  instead 

*  Implied  in  lh«it  calchword,  tkin  tf  nfult  (•<  loneClfFtt,  a*}.  Olhri 
echoc*  oT  (h«ir  terminology  qui  be  ovcihenrd  in  tuch  phrun  a*  w«  Art 
Akrakam'i  ittd  (j"),  md  Jtruialtm  which  it  tur  mMtr  (r|>.  4"),  w  well 
a*  la  ibtir  clut|i«i  «c*inst  P«ul  ol  ittiing  u  fJtait  mm  (i'*l,  and  frttihimg 
tinrumeiiim  Is").     For  ihe  phimc  linHin  e/GtutiUs  (i").  ep.  Joh  Ij**'. 

tow  tr^  (1"),  uiy  more  llu&  the  uclginal  upoiilci.  ruit,  too, 
bellcvMl  \ri  tcttUtioit,  not  tiy  ttkilon. 

£  Llfhlfoot'*  (ugeeiitlon  that  a  Mietaenen  brought  news  of  the  dJMfl^ion 
and  also  oJthe  lick  o(  hearlincu  in  te*ponilin|i  tn  the  rinuiciKl  appeal  (1  Co 
16'  sCal  6"'),  i*  ■*  pUuilbl«  ai  ariy.  It  need  not  imply,  hiKucver,  that 
GalaiUni  wm  oot  tampoNd  till  after  1  (and  a)  Coilnihla,ni  (tee  1^1ow>. 
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'  opodng  w\i\i  his  u^ual  word  of  cotnmen<lation.  dashes  tnio 
a  petsmul  aod  tiKioriul  vindication  o(  his  independence  as  n 
Christian  apMtte ;  Ihi),  developed  negAtivety  and  positively,  foims 
the  fint  or  three  great  sections  in  the  epistl«  {t^-i*'). 

Tbne  ofWRing  p>E^<*  cipf^inllyt  juicify  the  conipaiiMin  of  GalstiaDi  to 
»  MTMOt  t"  00*  contlnuou)  iu>h,  h  vciiuti'e  toiicnt — of  );eiiuine  knil 
WiJMJtthfc  rauUniim,  like  ■  mountain  slieam  m  full  Row,  uicb  u  may 
olt«o  tttvcbnn  Kcn  liiy  hii  Gilniikni,"  }.  Maci'tq^Dr.  "  Unfiniihol  (Anuoa. 
dariof  oaUMiocn,  pucnthews  which  luve  ui  oui  of  iighl  and  out  of  btMlh, 
latibniKBl  (nbUelin.  ludacioui  puadoKct,  vthcmfnt  nposttdphn  pour  on  like 
MHi^hig  billvwt,"  SiUiio):  cp.  P.  Fuel,  'Emi-^  du  Oti  i>->°'  (A'/X?^., 
1910.  J3»-338)- 

TW  addfCB  (1'  nui  /mXijcIoii  rlji  raXaifdi)  ii  nn|[ulkrl]r  curt,  uid 
Pwl  aaoculei  CIO  om  by  name  nilh  himtrlf.  The  unique  «l  air  ifiti  wirrtt 
AtiXfl  (l*)!  !■>  which  Ph  4"  it  only  b  paniil  p»a11«l,  implies  no  mote  than 
■  EKup  id  Qirbtlan*  who  »ynpKihii«(l  wlih  hit  Kutpel.  There  it  noihing 
to  tbc  wonb  lo  Higi^t  eilhei  ih«t  he  «u  on  b  joumer,  away  from  any 
•ented  cbwA.  at,  uo  the  other  hBiid,  that  be  backs  up  hii  admonilion  by 
the  kMborily  at  a  church  like  Ant  iuch. 

In  »•**  he  passes  from  a  hasty  •  account  of  his  interview 
with  Peter  into  a  sort  of  monologue  f  upon  the  incompalibitity 
of  the  Mouic  law  with  the  Chmtian  gospel,  which  starts 
a  fresh  rush  of  expostulation  and  appeal  (3-5^*)  upon  the 
altetralivcs  of  La*  and  Spirit.  Faith  dominates  this  section, 
fiuth  in  its  historical  career  and  as  the  vaiit3(;eground  of 
Christianity.  The  genuine  sans  oj  Abraham  arc  not  legalistic 
Jewish  Chiistiani,  but  thoie  who  simply  posticss  faith;  the 
mticb-vaurued  Law  is  1  mere  provbional  episode  culminating 
in  Christianity  (3'"")  a«  the  religion  of  filial  confidence  and 
frtrcdotn  (3*-'4")4  A  passionate  appeal  to  the  Galatians 
follows  (V^);    then,   harping    idll   on   Abraham,  the  apostle 

*  "  He  is  far  loo  quick  *  thinker  to  b«  a  muter  of  mete  narrative  j  ih« 
qnwiinn  of  ChnUioo  (reedoin  wat  loo  hoi  in  hii  hcuii  lo  leave  him  free  for 
n«iiiu*ccnoe.  Bad  the  matter  ii  not  very  clear"  (Glovet,  Con/liii  tf  ftiligistn 
in  Marly  Ktman  Emfirt,  1909,  p.  16S).  Thli  sppliei  (o  the  Antloeh  iiory 
•1  well  Bi  to  the  preceding  narnlive. 

t  a***"  i*  an  indirect  Hiinnioiy  of  wh«t  he  aeluftlly  t»iA ;  in  4**^'  the 
pawinn  wokeoed  by  the  memory  of  the  liloallon  carriet  him  tiralghi  brwaid 
Btothe  niualioo  of  his  leaden.  Vean  had  paucd  since  the  criiis.  but  he 
th«d  It  orei  o^in  ai  he  icooltected  how  he  had  foucht  fat  people  like  the 
C..  wboweieapoKd  toarimiludaiiget  of  religious  cDmpTomiic(cp.G«rck«, 
CCA,.  it'H>  57&I-)>  On  the  ihuugbi  of  the  whole  psM^.  «««  T.  U. 
Gmn'i  ItWU,  iil  l86f. 

;On  j"-.*'  cpL  MaxContst  ia  ZNW.  (1904)  ao^-MyCDu  Etbfecht 
isGalaWibriof'^ 
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«Mtys,  with  fresh  rabbinic  dialectic  (on  4"*^  *ee  LiruJer't  essk} 
in  ZIVT.,  1900,  ii}-336),  to  establish  spiritual  Christianity  over 
legalism  as  the  religion  that  is  both  Tree  and  final,  applying  this 
to  the  moral  situation  of  the  Gulalians  (5'").  The  menlion  of 
freedom  •  leads  him  to  define  the  moral  icaponsibilities  of  the 
faith  (s'*-6"),  in  order  to  prevent  misconceptions  and  to  re- 
inforce the  claims  of  the  gospel  upon  the  Individual  and  social 
life  of  the  Calatians.  The  epilogue  (fi"'*")  reiterates,  in  a  series 
of  abrupt,  emphatic  sentences,  the  main  points  of  the  epistle. 

Another  Kheme  of  the  epistle  (m,  e.g.,  Holnen,  Satntlei,  ScAert,  and 
LlpriiM)  ib  to  lin<l  in  l*-a*>  ^-4?'  4"-6'*  three  succeaive  uponent*  npon  (•) 
the  divine  orisin  of  P*ul'i  KORpcl,  {i)  the  eomplcit  rieht  of  Gmtlk  ChrbtlBM 
to  (he  meuUnic  iah«riianfe,  «nd  {r)  (be  vital  connection  between  the 
Chriitinn  Sjiirii  a.nil  (lie  moral  life. 

6"'"  It  in  emphniic  potucripi  or  »umfn»ry,  writlon  hy  PituI  hlmMlf. 
Pot  nmilat  initoncn  of  >nci«nt  lcii«i  coniunine  autoeraphic  condniioni, 
after  the  main  hoAj  of  (he  letter  hai]  been  c]ii;T.iled.t  we  Qe.  ad  Attte.  xSt. 
I,  t,  utd  Aug.  EpiiK  146,  with  the  icmtric  nf  Julius  Afrlcannt  [,KKtt.  iMim. 
min.,  ed.  H&lmcl,  448")  i  "obietuBluiit  ivlerei,  cuiuiniis  nu  mariu  icribete 
«<l  jiiuiimuiu  (uliierlbete."  Thin  Icave-i  it  an  open  quetiion  whether  fypaif^ 
{cp.  Abboll,  Dial.  1691)  doei  nol  refer  (o  the  cnllie  epiMl«  (iu>,  e.g.,  Mill, 
Ewttd,  HofmiLnn,  Kadie,  Zockler.  Clemen,  and  Zahn.  cjuotine  ftom  a  lener 
of  Atnliriite  (i.  3]  to  (lie  Kmpcior  Craiian  :  "  tcripiitti  lua  totani  epittolun 
maoa,  ut  ipai  apicc*  fidein  luam  pielatemciae  loquercntur ') :  piobabljr,  ho<r- 
«TCf,  it  i*  (h«  episiolaiy  aariit  (cp,  Philem  '*),;  &nd  6"'"  ti  10  be  daiiified 
with  3  Th  3",  I  Co  It)"'*,  and  Col  4",  InanycaM,  yf^tuwra  means  not 
'epiitle'  balihe  characlenof  (he  handwriting.  On  p]acudi(cp.  3'  rfiatyfify) 
and  public  insctiplinns  (cp.  SJclTerl,  p.  349  ;  Ramsiy,  466),  large  lelteri  <re>e 
emplc^td  at  the  end  nr  at  the  tirginnini;  in  order  (o  catch  ihc  ejre  <I.ucian. 
Jftrm«t.  II,  Cymm.  >a).  Pluurch  (cp.  Field'i  Ofium  X^rc/iaitte,  iii.  191I 
Oanala  that  Cato  Brote  hiatoriei  Far  hii  ion  Uif  xeipl  «aJ  /ityiXon  ypittiutair. 

I  3.  7X«  text. — Calatians,  for  all  its  unpremeditated  vigour,  is 
composed  S  not  only  with  some  care  for  language,  but  even  with 

•  In  apiie  of  eoinddcnoe*  lite  i»=Ml  i6"-»,  4'"^-Mt  10",  s'*"" 
MlclI**lLk  ao**),  s">Mk  l>»,6'*  =  Mt  33*  (Lk  ll**).aiid  the  appuenl 
rimilaritr  of  5*-  "■  =■  tu  Lk  13^  (cp.  6'<*=  Lk  13*),  it  ii  haarduiu  tu  admit 
moic  thin  the  hare  pijuil'illly  that  Paul  had  in  mind  tome  tayinp  of  Jawa 
agninii  Icgiliim  (Fcine.  yirinr  CliriilHt  UMif  PanJuJ,  70  f.). 

t  "  Exact  analc^iet  to  Ihin  may  be  ^nd  in  many  E|ijptian  papyri,  «1wk 
tlw  body  of  ■  document  li  wrtKcn  by  a  ftiend  or  clcih,  and  (he  prlndiMl 
■ppendi  hi»  mtiiimiion  in  a  Ur^e  hand  at  (he  cloce"  (Kenyon,  JfJU  t* 
Ttiina! CriliiUm  tf  NT,  1901,  p.  afi).    SeeaUvve.p.  51. 

X  For  h^^^  i"  i*)'^  >enic.  cp.  Xm.  Aiut.  I.  9.  aj ;  Tliiic.  L  139.  3  ; 
Eua4'*(LX>^).  and  Lucian,  />m/  A/trrtr.  la 

B  Cp.  ih«  minute  analytii  of  th«  oholc  epiitle  in  Blaii^t  dti  K  \/tlimm  dir 
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■  rtiythmical  flow  which  recalls  in  sevenU  pkces  the  methods 
of  contempomy  rhetorical  ptose.  In  this  respect  it  agrees  vrlch 
t  Thessalonuns  (Rlass,  «/.  dl.  pp.  61  f.,  196-104),  1  Corinthians 
{if.  iit.  pp.  S3  £.,  ;6  f.),  Ro  j'"-  1 1**** etc.  {op.  dl.  |)p.  68  f.^  and 
PhiUppiuns  {op.  at.  66  T,  73  T.).*  alt  or  which  are  more  or  less 
Ruuked  by  ihythmical  fcatuT»;  whi;rcas  in  3  Corinthians,  for 
example,  the  indications  of  rhetorical  structure  are  much  less 
prominent.  How  far  Paul  was  conscious  of  such  traits  of 
DOCDpOsition  and  style,  it  is  impossible  to  say.  Their  presence  is 
due  doubllcu  to  his  early  training  in  the  schools  ;  probably  they 
bad  become  t  second  nature  to  him  (see  above,  p.  57).  But 
Aey  arc  sufficicnl  to  prove  that  he  wrote  with  some  care  and 
rhetorical  finish,t  e\-eii  in  epi^t]es  which  appear,  on  a  superficial 
examination,  to  have  been  written  under  an  overmastering  freshet 
of  emotion. 

TbaviUBl  ica.  how«Y«i,  [1  Do(  fire  from  «trioui<linicuhiFk  Itt  frequcnc 
MochBCM*  hat«  njgsotcd  the  h)-pothais  ihut  mureiiul  elouct  and  iiil«r- 
pdilwnT  have  become  incorpaialetl  here  and  there  in  the  origiiul :  tiul  in 
(MM  aue*I  the  ciidence  !«  (m  from  ci:>(;eni,  a»,  t-g,,  for  the  con]ee(ur« 
nrrd^w*  (or  AiurerinfMw  (a>,  «./.  Groliiu.  Scmlct,  Kell,  Boilf^r,  Reiehc, 
UkbdMn.  BoJjon ;  pp.  i(A-^)A  the  omiraiun  uf  a">  (Michelseo.  WeLsie.  von 
IfoBco,  Bdjuo:  pp,  171-174)  orof  3'"-»  (Welu,  Cnmer:  j"*",  Baljon: 
(9^  175-178)^  and  ihe  tiypoihriii  of  a  mstginal  gtou  in  6'  (LAUienl).  On 
the  other  hoMl,  U'4^<ri  yifi  £i»a  Spat  irrlr  h  rg  'Apo^Bi{i|  il  COTcectlx  read, 
k  ptotMbJy  rcprcMBli  ihe  cxplonMory  and  piocuic  miu|[lnal  note  uT  a  later 
eAot  (HiH,  Hoblcn,  SchotI,  Cromer,  Print,  Baljon,  p.  1S5),  m  many 
tdhoUn  havi  ttvi,  linn  the  days  of  Benilcy  {afuutda  fihi'Matif,  1781, 
{Jjt).  The  ma^OBUon  of  ]**  to  a  place  after  i'  (u  J.  VTeiu,  ^A*.,  1S93, 
p^  j04t)cleM«up  ihe  movement  of  the  whole  puMee.  but  it  muil  not  be 
defcaded  Ml  ibc  (^foanil  IhM  (lie  incident  of  >*^  tould  not  have  taken  plac«  in 


k 


rim  n,  MmutHm  A'uHUfrtia  (1905),  pp.  4J-S3t  3at-3t6,  where  the 
MSI  U  pervcndy  huidlcd  in  the  intctcils  of  the  ilicory. 

*  1b  ]'  ifnol  nit  &i  iir^r.  tiiir  )'  da^Ui)  Ihe  ciimic  trimeter  may  well 
be.  like  UmI  in  1  Co  15",  a  retnlniKtnce  oj  Menander. 

t  D.  H.  Mallei'i  aiophic  theory  of  prophetic  pio«  hoi  been  applied  by 
Vcfcoftr  10  tkt  cpiatotoenphy  of  Ihe  only  Chiiatiu  hlhen  {SBA  If.  a^ii., 
1901),  but  winitjrwfally  upon  Ihe  whole. 

:Sec  ibc  (saybr  Ptini  irr.,  l8S7,  lo')-  Jowetl'i  apt  remuk  that 
"io  a  uriin  at  ones  ki  MbLlc  and  •»  ahcupt  an  St.  I^uil,  oUi-uriiy  ia  ncft 
•  ttiiwt  Krautxl  °l  obJMtioo,'  i>  ohcn  fotgoiien  in  ctiiiciim  of  ihii  kind. 

I  The  ooiuidetaUe  Mppoet  once  £iven  to  ihii  rappoted  cliani^  of  t'  into 
dT  (6o«i  CafdlM  10  Bntholdl,  Guaclcke,  Schott,  and  Wurm,  in  ImI  century] 
WW  due  loefaoaalDCkal  prepoacBrian*. 

I  UicbMlb(£iV.  p.  74SI  and  I.Ucke  ISX:.  iSiS,  pp.  lOif.)  are  omonB 
Ibote  who  uke  3*  a*  a  norcinti  gloH. 
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Jcmilcm,  thouih  inpth^rriH  would  &I  Symn  Aniioch  in  Mme  reipecu 
betlec  than  llie  cipiiil.  The  rcvling  ami  lendning  of  a*  (alt  vi'ii  vp)<  A^u 
t^t)ur  Tj  (roni'rg)  wu  debated  m  nuly  a»  the  icorul  cenluTj  (cp.  Zahn'i 
CKcunui  in  hU  edition,  pp.  t87-396,  and  K.  I.dk«  in  A'l/.^,  Mutch  1906, 
sjS-a^S) ;  the  omiaion  n<it  only  of  oil  (10  Matdon,  Syi'***,  and  Mine  Ck. 
MSS)  but  alM  of  oOU  (Gk.  MSS,  D,  old  Latin,  atiihctjiir  of  G,  *lc.)hM 
eacly  tad  tirt>nj[  tugiptjH  (10,  e.g.,  Semier,  Mlchaclit,  Ktotlainano :  «](.  tiL 
SS-S*.  ViiUcr.  f.  Weiu:  SA'.,  i»9j.  504;..  and  Lake).  The  dubiety  aboul 
«  negative  i^  not  uncninpled  In  ancient  literature ;  a  tinulai  luoblen  ariwi 
over  ihe  inierlion  of  h^h  by  most  modem  ediiori  in  Clceio*!  otlieinn  d 
Lucreiius  iQ.  Fr.  U.  9.  4,  C|i.  also  ai  All.  ai«.  ■->).  In  GaX.  the  mutn  ii 
CMnplicaled  by  the  ciegeiii*  of  3*.  Was  TIlut  drcumdsed,  and  wa*  thli 
brouEhi  up  afunst  Taul  (cp.  j'',  •«  Spina),  who  dcfeiid)  himidf  by  teplytng 
that  he  Wat  not  ra<npt!lid  to  be  circumc»ed  ?  Is  >*.  iheielote,  (he  confeMion 
of  a  momenUfy  lipK  of  judgment,  which  the  later  church  KXigtil  to  tmnoth 
OKI  by  the  intenitni  of  the  ne^^live?  The  interna!  probabiliiiei  seem  to 
point  the  other  way,  but  the  prnblenx  eau  (carccty  be  tnld  to  l-c  wttled 
■atiilictanly  one  way  ot  nnother,  owine  to  our  i|[norince  of  the  facu  at  i»uc. 

%  4.  Tht  dfsfinalion. — 1'hc  problems  of  Gatatiani  belong  to 
historical  a»d  theological  ratlicr  than  to  literary  criticism.  It  it 
impossible,  hoH-crcr,  lo  discuss  its  destination  or  dale  witbout 
lome  reference  to  tlie  rjueitions  raised  by  the  Lucan  narrative 
in  Acu  (especially  of  Ac  11-16),  which  describes,  fiom  adiflerent 
point  of  view,  most  of  Ihe  incidents  prcsujiposed  or  mentioned 
In  the  epistle. 

The  geographical  situation  of  the  Galatian  Christians  h4s  led 
to  a  debate  as  warm  and  intricate  x*  that  waged  over  the  problem 
of  Hannibal's  route  across  the  Alps.  Two  rival  hypoihesics  hold 
the  field.  The  mullcr  in  dispute  is  the  meaning  of  raXana  in  i' 
(q>.  t  Co  16').  Is  it  (it)  the  large  Roman  province  of  that  name, 
including  the  southern  townships  of  Dcrbe,  Lystra,  Ikonium,  and 
Pisidian  Aniioch,  beside*  part  of  Phrygia;  or  (rf)  tlie  smaller 
region  of  Calalia  proper,  in  the  ethnographical  sense  of  the 
term,  tying  north-t:ast  in  Asia  Minor? 

The  lalter  view  lielDiiipi  lo  the  North  Galatian.  or  traditional  iheorT, 
which  ii  advocated  by  cditon  of  Aeli  [ike  II-  J.  Holttmuin.  VVendl.  Blati, 
llilgenfeid.  ami  Ivnopf  1  by  editon  of  (iaUtian*  like  Windiichmann.  HolMen, 
Winclcf,  Kelthinayt,  ItoUten,  Lighifout  (cp.  Ctlmitaiti,  nt.'i,  Hi>w«oa 
{Sf*»iti'iC«mm.  tSSi),  RUckerl.  Jowett,  J.  Dalmer,  Liprius.  Sieften,  ZocLler 
(alto  SK;  1S95,  pp.  51-101)*,  C.  G.  t'lndUy,  Lielxmaon,  BemtKi,  and 
Wiltlanu;  and  by  (cneral  ertilci  like  Godet,  Trenkle  t^'"'-  3>>.  Sahsnn, 
S.  Davidxin.  Sehtfef  {Binl.  K  f.).  Julieher,  llaupl  {.SK.,  190C,  144-146}. 
Hoeniiicke  ICJtrttuJiifu  dti  /'aii/Ht,  31  f.).  von  IXiliwhUti,  Vitcbtf  (/>r< 
fliu/iutrii/i,  ifO^.  30L].  iiaiatnicniZJViy.,  1901,86),  SchUtct  I//'/:,  1891, 
40of.)k  Obeorchiu,  C.  H.  Cllbtit  ISMlKt/i  Lft  if  SI.  Paul,  tyco,  pp,  ite- 
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i;i),  Chue  (£jQ».*  Till.  40ir.,tK.  33if.}*.uid  Bwih  (£i>i/.  )  7].  Two 
thorouj^hgoinE  preMnialloM  of  (hi»  ihcory  Mit  now  ii('c«»fble  in  Schminlcl't 
•tticle  (ESi.  ISi)&-i6i6},  and  A.  Siemmann't  euayi  on  /Jit  Ai/aiiiiKgjteit 
4ft  Gatiiirtrufu  (1906)  lod  Dtr  LiirHmii  dtr  Cataltrbrit/it  \\<^),  which 
dliiciu*  wilh  minute  tchnljuiltip  ercfy  lelcvAnl  poini,  <-it]Ccticat  ut  hisloHnl. 
Schmicdcl'i  a.ltitud«  tawaids  Acti  il  much  leu  conicivat^'c  (han  K^tcinnuon'*, 
and  the  iatlcr't  «we«p  of  tufiuncnl  is  wider  (pmbncbg  Wcbci  specially,  in 
addition  to  Rjtininy) ;  but  the  iwo  (Uiements  hupplemrfii  each  otlier 
■dmiiably,  and  lugelher  ihejt  canitituie  b)>  fu  the  moil  adequate  plea  fot 
ihc  Norih  CalKtian  hygKiihcait. 

Tbc  South  GsiUiian  hypotheiii  woi  finl  popularitcd  by  Petioc  {O* 
Galalia  prfft'tatia  /iomana,  1(167,  pp.  Ajf.},  and  Ihcn  mtated.  with  A 
wodlh  of  geographical  leainini;.  by  Pfof.  Sir  W.  M,  Ranuay  in  a  niiulfily 
sciis  of  utides  and  vulumet  {e.g.  Itiilewicai  Gttgrapky  ef  Asia  .Miner, 
1890:  Exfi.*  li.  i-M,  ix.  43 f.,  ij7f..  288f,,  cic  !  i*  iv.  15-57!  CKE. 
9t.,ltt..mf-\  i>B.a.  81  (.  :  Tkt  Cilut  sf  SI.  /bu/,  1907:  u  weJl  at  in  hin 
commentaiy).  The  theory  it  iccfplcd,  Ihciugh  with  many  modificattoni  and 
foi  varylnjE  lauotw.  by  cditon  of  Act*  like  Baillel  (cp.  alxo  hi*  AA,  71  f., 
84 f.},  Jncobjcn,  Raickhum,  and  Forbes;  by  ediion  of  Galaiiani  like  Steck, 
Zaho,  Adecicy,  Cutjuhi,  Bacon  (cix  >!»»  Exf.*  vii.  lljf.,  x.  351  f.],  aa] 
Kendall  (cp.  aUo  Exp.'  ix.  354-264) ;  and  by  general  ciilics  tike  Nioinejrer 
[liA  Itmftrt  qtu  tfiitela  ad  Gel.  (murifla  ulaccuraliuiJtfiitifath.Criittingen, 
iSn),  Renan  (iii.  31  if.),  Haimmth  (iii.  146-190),  Weiulckcr  {/airi. /. 
iUhIhIh  Tktel,  1876,  606 f.,  and  AA.  1.  isat),  Pfleiderer  \Uri.  \.  191-jio), 
E,  H.  Giffoid  (£j/.* ».  i-»),  MeCiffctl  (/l.rf.  i7Sf.,  Mif.),  O.  Ilolumnnn 
{ZKG..  1894.  336-346;  £NW.,  1905.  KM-104),  von  Sudcn  (INT.  %<>{.\, 
Woodhouic  {.EBi.  tsgjf.),  J.  Wciis  (PRE.  x,,  1901,  pp.  SS4-5(io, 
■Ktnnaiien').  D.  Walker  {ET.  »iu.  511-514),  Beliet,  Clemen,  and 
Askwith  \DaU  anJ  DriUnaiisn  1/  Ep.  U  Goiiliani,  1899) ;  It  \\  worked  uuc 
mcMtcompai^lIyand  thoroughly  in  exegais  by  Zahn  (lec  also  hit  Intiodoclion, 
i  11),  and  from  a  spninl  standpoint  by  Prof.  Valentin  Weber  in  a  long 
Krii*  of  Ingenious  articles  (cp.  specially  A'alAa/it,  1898,  ppL  I93f., 
joit,  4i»f..  1899,  pp.  45f.,  1900.  pp.  339f.,  481  f.)  and  monographa.* 


*  Eapecially  Dtr  IttiUet  Paulus  mm  Afctltl&trtSi^MuntH  Hi  turn 
ApMUliemit  (1901].  and  Dti  AtfaiiitHg  da  Galalrrtrit/j  ver  dim 
Ap9tlt!ke»tU  (1900])  the  third  fcction  of  llic  latter  is  reprinted  in  Dtr 
GalttUriri^  aiu  litk  iiltil  j^ukiiMith  ttklitt  (1902I.  His  main  con- 
leniions  are  tupported  by  Belscr  \TQ..  1901.  i85f.),  Rohr  {All^m.  Lit, 
Btcti.,  1901,  336f.).  and  Gcitjahi  (in  his  eil.  of  ThrM.  and  Gal.,  1904),  and 
rejected  not  only  by  Jillicher  (TZZ.,  1901.  469.471]  and  Ilollinutnn  {CCA., 
1901,  I  f.)  but  by  Sleinmann.  Weber  it  tight  in  demurring  to  the  undue 
ihaipcning  of  the  liilGcicnctk  between  Acts  and  Gilnimnis  but  lie  goci  tu  the 
olhrteilrenicln  mininiiiiiig  them.  I  lit  general  tcbcmc  iiaa  follows  : — ['aiil's 
litll  risit  to  Jctiualem  (Gal  I  '*'*'  ~  Ac  9'*'*J  Followed  by  missionary  activity  fioui 
TariUi  (Ac  9")  and  Aiilioch  (Ac  It"-",  Gal  1""*);  liii.  second  visit  (Ac  11" 
13"  =  Gal  a'-"),  with  the  double  object  of  conveying  the  money  (only  hinteil  ut 
in  Gal  I^J  and  securing  the  tigbu  of  his  goipri  (in  private  confcience.  Gal 

i"}:  tbcii  Ihc  lint  tour  (Ac  u*'''*=G>l  4"),  with  a  doubl«  viaii  to  S. 
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AcowJinj;  to  Wcbcr,  the  vil!t  of  GftI  !>''*  ii  not  (hit  of  Ac  15  but  thit  ot 
Ac  1 1*,  aAef  which,  but  berore  the  Council  of  JetuwUm,  PkuI  compoxd 
GaUii»ii(Aritioch,  A.D.  49 ;  cp.  Ac  M*)-  This  implimhitlhcappouiiono' 
Petef  and  the  JudalKn  could  not  hate  taken  place  aftci  the  Council,  and  Ihil 
Ihe  church  of  Jcnualem  did  noi  intctfctc  wiih  PauVi  meihod  of  ignarinit  the 
law  In  h)ft  Syrian  and  Glician  chuichct,  thoai-h  his  practice  wu  well  known 
lo  them.  But  luch  a  hypolhais  it  (|aile  improbable.  Ual  1'  simply  walet 
thai  ihcy  knew  ihc  Inre  foci  of  hii  activity  in  preachin);.  not  Ihal  thejr  taciilji 
approved  of  hii  meihodt  till  iheii  hantl  wat  fetcod  by  ihr  Judaiatlc  party  in 
the  church.  Furthermore,  the  theory  is  open  to  the  lame  objectioiia  at 
^mllnr  (nrmi  of  the  S.  CaUtiui  hypolhnit,  that  it  arbilrarily  mnka  the 
burning  cjueiiion  of  drcanicition  r<.-r  Gcniile  Chrliilaiu  emerge  in  ui  acuie 
thapt  tome  lime  before  the  period  of  Ac  ij — a  view  for  Hhich  (here  it  no 
evidence  in  Adt  (cp.  Stelnmann's  Ak/axtitngttil,  ITOCI,  and  ai^ititt  which 
Ihe  probabiliiiei  of  the  ametal  liiuntion  tell  heavily,  Finally,  ii  iovolict 
the  Incredible  Idea  ibal  Paul  ciicuniciied  Timoiheua  (Ac  \(f)  after  he  had 
writicn  Gal  5* 

W<b*i'(  roconit  rue  lion  it  rejected  by  Zahn,  who  alto  diffen  in  hi*  view 
of  Ac  16'  and  on  aume  other  driallt  from  Ramaay  ;  the  laiiei  tehalai'a  tnitt- 
preiBtion  of  Ihe  Lucan  pauig«i,  of  the  dale,  and  of  sereral  patiaget  in  the 
•piatlv,  i«  challcni;rd  by  ninny  nf  the  South  Gabtian  thcoriuk  ihciawlvM,  >o 
Ihal,  beyond  the  cenersi  contention  Ihal  Galatiaiu  wu  writicn  to  Ihe  chunft 
of  Detbe,  Ljltra.  Ikonium,  etc.,  Uiere  it  tetdoin  much  unity  in  Ibrir  rankl. 

An  Iniormediale  hypoilieait,  advocated  by  Myniier,  Comely  {EiiU.  ill. 
4l5f.),  Ja«c|uicr  {INT.  i.  lyif),  and  (lempontrily)  Zahn,  which  hta  been 
detcribed  a>  t'sn-Calalian,  viewi  the  churchel  of  GaUtia  addtciMd  by  Panl 
a*  at  leatt  inrludiiii;  lonie  10  ihe  N.  of  Souihem  Galaila.  Thli  modification 
ailempit  to  do  justice  to  the  plain  sense  of  Ac  16*,  bui  it  failt  10  biun£  out 
Ihe  evident  honio|[enei(y  of  the  churchet  addretatd  in  Calaliant,  and  involvo* 
more difficuUles  than  It  lolvea  (cp.  Gilbert,  tp.  Hi.  266f.,  and  Sldninaiin't 
Aifvsumgitil,  i66f.]. 

Twic«  in  Acts,  Luk«  alludes  to  a  mission  which  appean  to 
coincide  with  the  GaUiian  enterprise  presupposed  in  thb  epistle. 
The  first  of  these  parages  U  Ac  i6<"'. 

Ai  ^*x  atv  iKicXi]auti  itrrtpfoivTo  r§  riirru  kiu  twtpiaatuDf  r^ 
ifiiSn^  laff  'ifipar.  But  Ihfy  (rr.  I'aul,  Silas,  and  Tirootheus) 
traversed  (St^X^or  S^  in  cotiitust  to  the  South  Galatian  mission 
Just  concluded:*  not  recapitulating  1-4,  but  marking  a  fresh 
departure)  r^c  Apvy^ar  Ksi  ToAaTKi^  X"'X"'>  ""'*  '^^  ^^  ^'' 
fbrAidden  t  ty  the  holy  Spirit  to  /•rtiui  Ike  word  in  Asia  (explaining 

Galalia,  altn  which  Ihe  Anlioch-ouihursl  (Gal  1'")  so  affected  Ihe  Galatiaa 
conrcns  thai  Ihe  cptlle  had  to  be  writlen. 

*  Tfae  purpoae  of  tj**  (AT  ar  viiil  tkt  tretiiri  in  trtty  eitj  mJirrr  ww 
^rtfaimtJ  Ihe  wtnl  tf  GtJ)  had  been  aocomplithed  (l6'- *'*>I4*I|:  cp, 
N.  J.  D.  \Miite  in  Htrmalimt,  190J,  laSf. 

tTh«  S.  Galatlan  hypolhe*lt.  ai  adi'oaitcd  by  Ranuay,  Impllet  (hat 
tiAnHnn  uapl&  e/subsequcDl  action  ;  ihe  natuiaJ  and  crammalical 


\ 


THE  CORRESPONnENCE  OF  PAUL 


93 


■hy,  instead  of  turning  west,*  lliey  puihed  north).     And  u-htn 

tthty  cam*  »pfn>tUt  Afysia  (aani,  up  as  far  aa :  striking  it  well  to 
Ihe  north  of  Phrygia,  in  the  neij^htiourhood  of  DorylKum  or 
Cot7«cum)  they  tried  lo  enter  Bithynia  (north  of  Phrygia),  but  Ike 
Spirit  of  Jiiui  ttvmld  mat  permit  them.  So,  ignoring  Mytia  (u 
■  put  of  tbc  prohibited  Asia),  Ihty  went  down  to  Tr^as  {i.e.  due 
^  wen).  Then  Luke  comes  upon  the  scene  himself,  and  Paul 
plunges  into  the  European  mission. 

Every  phrase  of  this  summary  parajn^ph  has  had  pa^es  of 
discossion  poured  orcr  it.  To  the  present  writer  it  seems  that  the 
disputed  words  r^  4yiiryi'av  Kol  TaXarucTir  X'^P"*'  ^^'^  only  mean, 
in  the  1it;ht  of  passages  like  19"  (tnX6iir  rip/  'Mattioviav  uai 
'A)(atar)  and  JJ^  {tari  r^  KiXufoi-  aai  Ila^^ktXtaf),  /'Arygia  and 
tkt  rq;ion  of  Galalia.  ^pvylar,  here  at  any  rate  (as  in  3"  tS**), 
u  not  an  adjective,  and  kou'  docs  not  mean  cr.  The  phrase 
therefore  is  not  an  equivalent  for  Phrygla-Galatica,  or  for  the 
botderland  between  Eastern  Phrygia  and  Western  Galatia:  it 
denotes  not  one  district  but  two.  As  Luke  uses  Pamphilia 
(13"),  Ptsidta  (13"),  and  Lykaonia  (14*)  in  their  geographical 
sense,  it  is  fair  to  infer  that  he  does  so  in  16*  unless  there  b 
good  reason  to  the  contrary. 

The  Soulh  Galalun  theoriitx  uk  why  he  did  not  wrile  TaXarlar  outriGhl. 
hotabty  bccaUM  il  i>v>u1(l  hate  brcn  ra\»\e*dlae :  (he  g^nt  province  of 
4  raXarla  m  4  I'a^arm^  /ro/ixfa  included  (he  Lykaonian  uid  Phiyiflan 
UWMhipt  aliCMljr  nentioncd.  In  order  Eo  emphuiiie  1I10  new  depanure, 
Ukt  OSes  fit  rtfitfo  ^  Galatia,  i.e.  the  diililcl  inhabited  by  the  Galali&iii 
impet,  l^mig  tiejeind  Phireia.  The  lerminulog^  therefore  really  luppoit* 
ikt  Noilh  G>Uli»n  iDtcrpfttalion-  Il  U  *  periphnuit,  like  x'^f  '4> 
'tfxlalat  (Ac  io>  i6»,  cp.  EBi.  t6ol).  '  Per  contrt.  ir  Luke  had  viewed 
Derbe,  Lyura,  and  the  mt  of  Paiil'i  earlier  nuuion-field  u  belc>n|£in|[  to 
PaXaria  proper,  it  it  ineiplicablc  why  ihc  name  ahauld  not  uccui  in  Ac  13-14. 
FiKthefWHMc,  Deibe  and  Lyura  belonged  to  Lyluonia  (Ac  14*'  "),  not  to 
Phrygia.  lo  that  the  S»ulh  Calalian  view,  ihal  Ac  16*  ii  iccapilulatory,  brotka 
dnan  at  itic  outtcl  llanuck  {It.VT.  in.  5S)  tuegctti  that  Luke  (puke  of  ^ 
PaXana))  X'^P'  "  l>ecai"«  GaUlia  wu  poor  in  citiei,  and  bccftutc  In  official 
taainntofj  Ihe  wotd  'NtE'onci'  wat  alio  uwd  of  thit  province.  It  followa, 
tlanfan,  thai  in  the  (ouch  debated  queition  where  the  Galatia  of  I'aut  it 

en  it*  eonimry,  bnpliet  thai  It  refer*  either  to  an  ancendcnl  or  at  bat  to  a 
^ndwoMOua caperience  (cp.  Schmiodcl,  SSi.  1599;  Mouhon'a  Grammar^ 
JfTGrrti,  L  ijif.).  It  wai  apmpoi  of  ihii  forced  coniiiuctionofSiQXfw 
..  ,  awXi^fmfthiLtChatewrotc,  "the  South  Golallan  theorristhipwrecked 
on  ibe  lock  of  Gre«k  {nnmai." 

*'AoU  bcR  =  (h*  ooaM'Und  round  Mp))riiu«,  ai  in  a*(where  Phryeia  ii 
■ho  JJMttif libhrrf  ban  It,  by  a  popular  uie  oJ  the  scographical  (rinij  and  ay*. 
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to  In-  foiind.  wc  may  noi  cUim  Luke  u  >  wllnen  in  Gtvoui  of  the  Soall 
GaUiinn  ihcocy ;  laihcr  wr  muii  rcgnril  hitn  u  >  vrilnea  lo  th«  cc(itnn'>'' 
Luk«'tt  uucr,  it  mity  be  rfioiird.  it  nni  decltive  Im  F^uL  Tltii 
IKffeclly  Icuc,  bul  PbuI'i  uic  of  PaXarJa  coriapondi  lo  ihe  inference*  fr< 
Acu,  It  is  a  nlher  prtcnrium  conclusiun  llixl  berautc  he  mt  a  Romtn  ' 
citixen,  he  muil  have  conrmrd  himwlf  In  Ihe  Ronun  prortndxl  title*,  and 
that  thetefotc  Ta^arla  in  (Jal  l'  means  Ihe  province,  not  the  coualiy,  of 
the  Galats.  No  fited  rule  of  [hi*  kind  can  be  atlnljuted  to  him ;  not  ctcb 
Asiatic*  like  Strabo  and  Dio  Cauiui  adhered  10  *uch  a  practice.  In  Gal  i" 
Paul  himself  doe*  cot  ipeak  in  thi.i  way  sbuui  Syria  and  Cilicia,  and  even 
tn  Gal  i"  (cp,  I  Th  i")  II  I*  noi  neceanry  to  *up|io*e  thai  he  alluded  tn 
Judira  in  nnythine  ciCTpi  the  popular  or  B^oc^phieaJ  icnie  (ep.  Stcinnuutn't 
L4iirkrtii,^bS.,  loj.  and  Schniicdel,  t;^.  fi/.  I604f.).  Fuithcimnre,  ia  Ac  a*. 
Atin  and  Ponlu*  denote  diilticlt,  not  provinces,  and  the  tame  it  piotiibly  Hue 
of  Cappadocia.  aa  of  Pontut,  Ualatia,  Cappadocia.  and  Asia  in  I  P  t'.  "Of 
the  viut  pruvincc  of  Galatla  the  part  to  be  vliriied  (liy  the  bc^er  of  I  Pl 
between  Pontui  and  Cappadocia  could  be  only  GaUlia  proper,  the  Gaklta 
of  St.  Paul's  episll«"|Hoit,  /  Ftirr,  pp.  183  f.). 

Paul  Knd  his  companions  had  no  definite  sphere  in  riei 
when  tliey  kft  Lykxonia ;  certainly  neither  Troas  nor  Bithynb 
was  their  objective.  Luke's  narrative,  or  rather  summar)',  at  this 
point  heconies  singularly  ctiit  and  rapid.  Apparently  he  was  not 
inlerested  in  the  Northern  Galalian  mission.  His  engrossing  aim 
'n  to  get  Paul  across  to  Lurope ;  and  the  appiuacli  of  the 
Macedonian  mission,  in  which  he  himself  first  joined  the  apostte, 
leads  him  to  hunr  ovci  the  movcinents  of  the  apostles  in  the 
interior  of  Asia  Minor.  It  doe*  not  follow,  however,  that  these 
movements  were  a  series  of  purposeless  jounieys  in  which  the 
evangelists  were  casting  about  in  vain  for  a  sphere  and  «rere 
finally  shut  up  to  make  for  Troas.  On  Ihe  contrary,  what  the 
N.  Galatian  view  involves  is  that  during  this  journey  Paul  took 
advantage  of  his  enforced  dclcniion,  owing  to  sickness,  in  order 
10  evangehse  in  the  western  *  part  of  Galaiia.  '*  It  is  sufficient 
to  suppose  that  during  his  illness,  or  during  his  convalirsccnce, 
Paul  founded  a  few  churches,  none  of  them  ver>-  far  apart,  and 
all  situated  in  the  W.  of  North  Calaiia"  {EBi.  1606-1607). 
The  possibility  of  this  is  admitted  not  only  by  7.ahn  {/AT.  i. 
189  f.)  bui  by  J.  Weiss,  one  of  the  roost  cautious  and  careful  of 
the  South  Galatian  theorists  ("  NattirlicJi  kann  man  .lich  denken, 
doss  die  Mission^te  etwa  von   Amorium  (odcr   voit  Nakoleia 

*  The  a1teti>atii«  form  of  Ihe  N.  GatatUa  theory  [to.  t.g..  Ughlfbot}  is  to 
Nfaid  Ancyn,  Taviutn,  atid  Jutiopolit,  m  also  and  chiefly  evuigetiscd  t>f 
Paul.     Zockler's  modrlicalinn  (at  aliwe]  lecms  preferable. 
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Shet  Oibbion,  Ranmay,  Gc/fgr.  p.  230)  aus  den  Versuch 
gcmachi  haucn,  in  Pcssinus  und  Gcrma  z\\  pmligcn,  und  als  sic 
pie  V<Tha!mi»e  dott  unj^ntdig  oder  den  Ertolg  gering  fanden, 
sicfa  n«:h  Dorylium  waiidlen,"  t/.  nV.  pp.  558  f).  The  evidence 
of  Calatiini  shows,  ho«evei,  ihai  this  miKsion  was  more  than  a 
fwsdbilily  and  by  no  means  an  un successful  vcntutc  There  is 
little  doubt  that  iiipxf^6ai.  in  16',  taken  along  with  iS",  implies 
preaching -activity,  not  simply  Iravellin);  (cp.  Ramsay's  article  in 
■£xp*  1896.  May).* 

Two  or  thre«  years  later,  Paul  paid  a  second  visit  to  Galalia 
(Ac  i8*^.t  A/ler  ifemJing  tome  ti'mf  tkrrt  (i,e.  *t  Anlioch), 
A*  fw«/  i»jf  on  a  tour  through  the  rrgioH  of  Galalia  and  Pkrygiti 
',iuip}pfi<t«it  Ka6ti^  Tiji-  TaXaTiKJiv  xiapav  k<u  tpuyiav),  fStaMisAiitg 
disdfitt.  This  lime  he  moved  from  cast  to  west,  reversing 
route  of  iti^  and  reaching  Ephesus  viA  Asian  Phrygia. 
In  coQtrast  to  the  settled  churches  of  S.  Galatia  (16°),  the  North 
Galatian  Christians  irere  as  }-et  scattered  and  unoi^niscd  ;  ihcy 
were  naturally  more  liable,  on  this  account,  lo  be  unsettled  by 
Judaistic  i^talors  from  the  f.ir  south  than  communities  like 
ibose  of  Ikonium,  Lystra,  and  Anliocb,  which  were  closer  to  the 
oentre,  and  also  in  possession  of  the  decrees  ( 1 6*).  Furthermore, 
Paul  tells  the  Oalatians  about  the  controversy  as  if  it  were  a 
oox-elty.  There  is  no  oiSurc  U  (Hottzmann).  TTiia  suits  the 
N.  Calatiani  rather  better  ilian  the  S.  Galatians  {Ac  iti*),  who 
have  teamed  of  the  matter  for  themselves  at  an  early  date. 
;5udi  is,  on  the  North  Galaiian  hypothesis,  the  Lucan 
ranative  of  the  Galacian  mission.  It  rctnainit  to  notice  one  Of 
two  objections  on  cxcgclical  or  geographical  grounds. 

U>  Tlw  litfo  CWofdMi  (Gal  }■)  b  alleeed  to  be  maie  xululile  lo  lh«  inhalul- 
utt  of  SoDlbeiti  Gahtia  than  lo  ifamc  of  N.  Galalia.  Sir  W.  M.  Rimwy 
{Milt.  C*mm.  xyjt)  lifkilt  lh>t  iht  N.  Galnllan  theorists,  who  deny  ihi*. 
■how  "bo  ■!(>'  tX  having  "(pccUlly  ttudled   the  lue  anil  Inplieatiun  of 

*  The  tArnxmaa  that  Paul  did  preach  in  K.  Galatia  [in  Ac  iS*)  makes  it 
MtRMWly  aalikvly  ibai,  on  the  S.  Galatian  hypnllietif,  the  epiitle  wu 
■ritlaa  after  lU*.  linM  ToXaWa  would  ihcn  include  N.  GaUlk,  and  the 
dote  sniiy  of  the  nadns'  situation  fortji^I)  this  (lee  above). 

t  Hm  >|?iin  fht  hlttrirlan'i  alliuion  b  brief  and  haiTC^  Galalia  lay  off 
lbs  line  of  hit  Eurofcwi  inieralsi  even  ihc  2Kal  misdon  at  EpWtui 
(19"]  ■*  di>niia«d  in  a  nntmce,  so  that  the  tmlment  of  the  GotallaB 
is  Doi  lingular.  "Can  It  lie  that  Ihe  hiiiorian  ^1*^1/  drew  a  veil 
he  infancy  of  ■  church  which  sirencd  10  won  and  so  widely  fiom  lh< 
of  tlw Boipal  i"  (Li^blfool,  (,\i/aiumt,  p. ai :  soSchniicdd, SBi.  1607). 
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political  tiiles  amid  th«  ctmtmding  Torcet  thil  were  (h«n  cuuios  ibc  detvtop- 
meat  of  lorktx  in  Central  Aiii  Minor."  Such  ■  Mudy,  hp  iritcnitM  (ep., 
especially,  tf.  til.  JlSf.Ji  would  prove  (o  (hcHi  Rnuwun  ihAl  tlie  ptople  ol 
Antioch,  Ikonium,  Lysiia.  ric.,  could  be  ■ddrattd  very  apily  u  Galatians. 
Ui-luckll)'.  thil  confident  uaerlion  i>  Hally  ijrnicd  by  one  whuw  ■ulhorlty 
upon  the  aubjecl  b  bucd  upon  ycul  of  ipeclal  Mudy.  "  In  my  opinion," 
layt  Motnmien  IZJVW.,  I90t,  p.  84),  "  il  i*  JnadmiBible  to  lake  the 
'  Oulaliani '  of  Paul  in  anytliinu  except  the  dUiinci  and  naicower  wnac  of  the 
term.  The  provincct  which  were  oimbined  with  Gatalia  under  a  leialui,  u, 
t^.,  Lykaonia  cerlainly  had  been  under  CtauiiiuB.  were  by  ao  means  in- 
corporaled  into  that  jiiiivlnce.  Siill  \et*  could  the  Itihabltanti  of  Ikcnlam 
and  Lyitr*  be  named  Calaiian>  in  ihe  eommon  speech  of  the  day."  Thu»  it 
rcniaiiu  open  (a  ar^o  thai  I'oXiTai,  inilead  oF  being  ipodilly  appmpriate  to 
the  Lykaoniaru  and  ['hrygianii,  would  have  iyrnored  their  national  chancier' 
iitio  [cpL  GheoiBhiu,  ■•/.  tif.  pp.  4gt.),  There  i*  no  reaaoo,  in  ilie  term 
ilielf,  to  tuppOM  thai  il  denoted  any  Miie  (lie  inhabitant)  uf  Ovlatia  pmper, 
and  there  i*  not  enough  historical  evidence  (cp.  Stcinmann'i  Ltirrknii, 
S3~lSol  lo  ihow  that  the  S.  Gslatiaiu  wete  reckoned  in  the  atri¥  rC* 
ToAar^. 

(J)  While  &.  Galatia  i*  reptoenlcd  by  Goiui  and  Timolbeiu,*  Nottb 
Galatia,  il  ii  contended,  is  not  reptetcnitd  by  any  dtlegalci  in  the  oompany 
who  tnct  at  Ttoiu  (Ac  20*)  to  accomp&ny  Paul  and  hand  over  the  collection 
at  Jcnualcm.  But  It  i*  tnoie  than  doubtful  if  this  wu  the  sole  object  of  the 
gUhcring.  Even  if  it  were,  there  is  no  repmentalive  From  Corinth,  or  Phitippi. 
ot  Achaia.  Betides,  the  Galailan  contribution  may  have  been  sent  inde- 
pendently (to  Weber,  AdAnaaicn.  p.  s»). 

(f)  Paul's  [cfcrericet  to  Bninnloa  do  not  necetsarily  imply  that  he  was 
pcTwnally  knuwn  to  the  tetdcrt  (who  wete  therefnre,  il  ii  alleged,  in  South 
Galatia  I  cp.  Ac  ij-tf);  the  apmilc  speaks  of  B.  also  to  (he  Corinthians, 
though  he  had  never  visited  Corinth  ;  and  the  alhislon*  to  B.  in  Galalians 
imply  no  mote  than  the  references  to  Petet  (who  had  iMt  been  In 
N.  GaUtia). 

(<0  The  phnu.  ba  it  IX^^iia  tov  ■tefytXlai'  imimW^  v(^  fiwi  (a*),  does 
not  neccssirily  imply  thai  the  Gsluiiun  churches  were  in  eiiilencc  when  the 
cmtroveriy  at  Jeruulcin  broke  out.  ]>aul  merely  tays  he  mm  fiKhting  the 
Indie  on  behalf  of  all  Genllle  Christians  who  should  believe.  IJe  tell*  the 
Galatialu  that  they  beloneed  to  the  conrerts  in  whose  inletetis  he  bod  been 
contending  (cp-  John  17")- 

(f)  Il  U  faither  argued  that  Luke  devotes  Ini  more  aTtmiion  to  (he  South 

Galalian  churches,  and  thnl  Galalian)  is  more  likely  10  have  liccn  addressed 

to  them   than  (o  ChrlMiant  in  an  oiii-or-ihe>way,  unimportant  dUtrkt  like 

Noith  GoJaiio.    This  is  one  of  the  most  pUuiible  pleas  which  arc  advanced 

.  bytbeSouthCalaliatilhcoriaUibut  ilii  inconcluaive.     (i.)  l.ukc,  according  10 

*  Tills  Bsaertinn  i*  peccatious,  however.  Tiinothcut  was  Panl't  compuilon 
pftonatlly,  and  Galu*  may  be  mentioned  fbt  the  lame  ieu«i.  Btiidei,  u 
Schmiedel  acutely  points  out,  "  il  would  "nsa-^  been  quite  iiraiiunal  to  ooiivoy 
nuMics  from  S.  Galatia  lo  Jeruvkni  )'}  way  of  fctaoMhjnia,  and  run  all  tbg 
ri*ka(lCo  ll"loftuchajoumey"(£i9y.  1611). 
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r  Moftb  GsUtixn  theO[7,  de^t  mcnlinn  Ihne  chutchn  twin  (ifi*  iS*) ;  to 
Ptta  (l  I*  I'j  ind  I'>u!  Iiimidf  (l  Co  iti').  Thejniie  more  prtmiinrnt 
I  the  Kunun  <hurcb,  lo  which  Paul  wrule  a  Itller,  bul  of  who>r 
dli(  Luke  u)^  nuihini'.  I,uk«  it  indllTcicni  lo  f'ul'h  nrly  and  Iniig  ao'i 
liiH»iiUiil  miuoD  lo  Syria  and  CilicU  :  *  he  ignorei  ihe  work  in  Dalnwli*  and 
IHyria  t  ami  ihn«  »  nol  a  won!  of  the  church  it  CoIouk,  to  *hich  th« 
ttpMlk  altccward*  vn>i«  ■  Irllci.t  Thoe,  Toccthcr  with  Ihc  tilencc  »pan  th« 
Monay  raluioni  between  Paul  and  (he  Corinihian  church,  ate  sulhcicni  to 
«Ui|NW*«  any  ncument  aj^inti  the  North  (.iHlmiiin  ihtoiy  which  it  drawn 
bciat  Uw  iIIbioc  oI  Acu.  LAike'*  predilcclioni,  which  led  him  to  Ignore 
1  hnUne  fptwres,  explain  ihemKlvei.  (ii.)  North  Caiatia  wa*  by  no 
I  laaeotMlUc  bjr  road ;  on  (he  contrary,  It  was  louchid  by  aercial  open 
rOttlci  (cp>  tUamj,  ffiit.  Cttpapky  ef  Aiin  Atmtr,  tyjfS.).  Ancym, 
^  im/iralut  t4>  ^a^aria■  (toiilh  at  well  s*  norib).  wu  connected  by  raadi 
with  tba  Mltevniilnt  ilitliicit ;;  while  Tarium.ai  a  mililacy  ttAiion  and  ruad- 
ctnlre,  wu  ptohably  [cp.  J.  Weiu,  PKS.  %.  SS9  '-)  linked  ercn  with  Piiidian 
AiMtadk  Time  ii  no  real  difliculiy,  from  ■  gtQj-rapbical  alandponnt.  in 
■M>rtetllanidjn|:  bow  Paul  could  reach  N.  GaUlia  :  it  wnuld  not  lake  him  over 
may  nMie  difBcult  country  than  hii  route  fium  Ferga  la  Aniioch  ovef  Ihe 
Tuitua  (Ac  ly'i  cp.  Ranuay,  C/tE.  nl,  DB.  v.  J91').  |iii.)  It  U  time 
that  aoiae  ctulct  stopped  depredniine  ihe  condition  of  N.  Galiiiia-  On  thi< 
point  it  11  wSicicnt  Lo  >el<r  in  Sir  W.  M.  Ramuy'i  own  biiUianl  pace* 
(Cd/.  118-164)  upon  the  civiludiion  of  the  ptuvince  of  Noilhern  Galatia. 
Aftcyia  waa  "one  of  the  sreateit  and  moil  iplendld  dliea  of  Aiia  Minor" 
(Itamioy,  £'/••  ■i'9^*  *■■'■  *JJ  ■  n>-  l^leinmann'i  Lfirrtm'r.  Sof.),  and  (he 
I  amy  had  long  tincc  penncaicd  the  country  wUli  civiliiing  inl1uoncca.| 


•  Sir  W.  M.  Ram«r(CiMu  */ St.  Pail,  Si]  conclude*  from  (he  ftiehc 
^ri  vacBc  alludoM  to  Syria  and  Glicia  ih«I  Luke  had  no  petioiul  knoW' 
lad(e  of  tlMM  region>i  Exactly  the  tame  infertnce  fulluwt  from  his  Kaniy 
lefefencc (o N.  CaluCa.  On  theiame  page  he  confciiiet  that  ''even  about  (he 
CaUdan  eitiet  be  [i.t.  LoIm]  hai  nut  very  much  (o  relate  that  i*  detailed  or 
rictofiaqBe." 

t  If  1<  la  afgutd  thai  aurcly  Paul  would  have  wrtiten  an  epittic  to  *i>ch 
iMponanC  chuichu  ai  Ihoic  of  Dcrbe,  Lyilia.  Ikunium,  etc.,  iheobvioiu  reply 
a  that  (i. )  eilani  tdteiBdonut  leprociit  all  that  Ibc  np^Hltc  wrote  :  (ii.)  that 
•0  tetter  wa*  written  by  bim.  ai  far  as  we  know,  even  (o  ao  ccniral  a  church 
a  (hat  of  Ephcsiii. 

;  "  There  were  rtgulai  rnadi  from  eiihet  Ikonlum  ot  Andoch  (o  Posinui. 
HoraonTi  the  apoalle,  who  was  accustomed  to  '  perils  of  robbers,  perils  ol 
liven,  perila  in  the  wildanni'  (i  Co  11*).  and  who  preferred  walking  from 
Troaa  to  Aao*  {Ac  30")  while  bis  companions  niled,  would  not  be  drierred 
lyaay  iwigh  ot  ■nffeqaerxed  paths'*  (Lighifont.  Ct'auiam,  16-97). 

ICpi  Piofewoi  Anwjl  in  Mm'fitld  CtiUf^  fiiiayi  09091.  PP'  'S8 
("Galatla  wai  laptdly  pcneliaied  by  the  civiltuiion  of  Ihe  Medlierranean 
ana  ")  and  1(0  ("  whether  (he  epi%ile  to  ihc  (ialaiisnt  wai  addressed  10 
tbeai  or  MM,  Ibcet  b  no  evidence  that  In  ihc  agHJtiiilic  atfc  ihry  were 
mace  baekwaid  (ban  the  iohabiianu  of  other  paria  of  Alia 
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In  any  cu«  the  Golntiuu  wert^  capable  cf  being  oanverled,*  snd  Piol  ' 
wu  in  evuigelut,  not  •  Icctitrvr.  The  ptoporiion  ind  iflfliinice  of  ihe 
local  Jew*  ctacily  caixuponi)  to  the  iniignificiint  poniioo  they  ■ectn 
to  have  oocupicil  ill  Ihe  chuichei,  judged  by  the  tpUile.  Mnolly,  It  may 
be  polnled  out  iluti  "the  GuUiian  tiliet  wece  In  fu  doin  leUiIom  with 
the  cities  of  Biihynia-Poniu*  ihan  o[  Atia"  (Rammy,  Cal.  p.  143)1  which 
tuppuitk  the  cDntcniion  that  Paul.  aAer  hit  wotk  in  N.  GilalU,  naturalty 
[hought  of  Bi'hynU.  Any  hisiorical  evidence  which  U  available  doe*  dm 
imply  thai  Ihe  dviliution  o(  N.  GaJatia,  dmlng  ihc  lint  oentuiy  A.I>.,  wic 
Komano-Gatllc  ralhn  llmn  Jlcllenict  ai  the  inMiipliontkndcallltilldicalc,llt* 
Anaiolian  cultuic  which  piiedoiiiinaied  th(iiii|;h>)ul  the  prmincedld  not  exclude 
cither  the  tniprcBion  of  Gieeli  leliRious  idcai  oi  of  ihc  Greek  lanstMC*- 
Ii  it  therefore  betide  ihc  mnrk  to  iliimiH  Ihe  Nonh  G«liiiiin  theory  on  Ibe 
groand  that  It  impliet  a  degiee  of  Greek  culture  which  wu  fordid  to  itic 
GtteJMn  Beiido,  when  the  evidence  of  the  epistle  itself  is  euuniocd, 
the  aaouni  of  acciUBinlancc  vihich  it  pre*u])po»c*  wiih  Greek  i^a}^i  and 
conceplioDi  {i.g.  in  4*]  don  not  appcat  10  preclude  Ihe  potiiliiliiy  d  the 
Northern  Galaiiins  having  been  familiar  wiih  i>uch  elementary  GrKCo-AsiaiJc 
culture.  The  Hellenic  ideas  uwd  in  Galnlrant  inifihl  have  been  pctfcctly 
intelligible  to  the  Galnliaru  of  the  norlhcm  priwincc,  so  far  as  any  reliable 
evidence  it  at  our  command  (cp.  Button  in  AJT.,  1901,  i;i-15]).  At  aoy 
rale,  Greek  wax  not  only  the  olTicial  but  (he  imding  language.  UnleM  ww 
exaggerate  ihe  *a-cajlcd  Hellenism  of  Paul  and  Ihe  barbarian]  of  Calaiia, 
there  b  no  cogent  reason  why  any  argument  cmplo>«d  in  Galaliaos 
would  have  been  icuppropriale  lu  InhaliitanU  a(  Northern  GaUtia.  It  did 
not  require  any  special  contact  with  the  Gtieco-Koman  culture  of  Ihe  age, 
*uch  an  Ik  elaimetl  fnr  S.  GHlaiU,  in  ordet  10  undeihtond  what  Paul  wrote 
abooi  slavery,  adoption,  or  wills.  Thii  is  frankly  admitted  b)-  Dr.  Dawson 
Walker  in  his  essay  on  "The  Legal  Terminolo)^  in  Ihe  Kpislle  to  llie 
GatatSana"  (Ct/r  »/  Ttnxiui,  etc.,  pp.  1^7  f,).  "Whether  Ihc  ChtiMiaA 
communilic*  to  which  the  epUile  wai  sent  were  situated  in  North  or  in  South 
(Mlatia.  there  would  be  a  suflidently  strung  Roman  environment  lo  moke 
aucfa  eeneril  alluviunn  at  Si.  Paul  maket  l«  Roman  elvU  law  i)uite  lnteltl|iUilei 
We  thetefoie  conclude  Ihat  ihe  le|[>l  alluiioi;!  in  the  epistle  are  indediln. 
There  a  nothing  in  Ihem  ihai  b«ari  ta  diiecily  on  Ihe  question  of  the  tocaliqr 
of  the  Galaiiaii  ChurehM  aa  to  cnaUc  us  to  wy  decl»lvely  whethet  iha 
epiiUe  was  tenl  to  North  or  to  South  Galatia"  [ef.  fit.  174  C]. 

{/)  Once  more,  the  South  GalatiEUi  argument  that  Paul  alwaya  toujht 
out  iiiiporlani  centre*  In  which  to  CMty  on  hli  propapnda  ii  aidly  tlwclmd 


■  Another  phase  of  this  argument  Is  that  ihc  N.  Galaiian  churches  renuio  dd- 
luporlant  in  early  church  history,  and  that  not  till  Ihe  cndof  theaccondccntory 
b  there  mudi  light  upon  ihclr  eililenoe.  But  even  ao,  what  of  the  SotiA 
Galatian  churches  i  "  All  the  more  strange."  on  account  of  Ihe  marked  wcccsi 
ol  the  preaching  at  Aniioch  (Ac  IJ**-  *"■).  "  ii  the  Mb«ie<iucnl  unlmju'riance  of 
the  Stnlh  Calalian  cbnictici '  (EBi.  i&tl'  "Hils  i>  candidly  written  l>r  Mr. 
Woodhotue,  who  adheres  to  Ihe  S<iuih  Galaiian  hj-pvlhoiiia.  The  Syriac 
matlyiolify  cren  polnii  lo  maiiyidoma  at  Ancyra  hcfure  tbc  kIcq  of  Tti^*" 
(cp.  £r.  Eli  64C). 
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Ili«  fux  that  T>rt1<t  «nd  I.yura  wtr«  ijuitt  MCftnd-nle  dtlo^  irith  T«ty 
lllile  in  tixniHin  tclwcco  ihem  anil  the  Roman  woild.  The  (omtr  "  Huh 
(Oe  d  thr  fiidcal  "f  Ihc  Pauline  citict,  cducalion  hail  made  no  ptogrcu  iti  il." 
Sl>  W.  M.  RuBiaj'  even  wondctt  how  ki>  nistlc  aiit)  Mijuitlrlrd  >  ipot  Mt 
L]ntn  nine  To  be  riuieil  by  Paul.  "Itow  did  ibc  ccumopoliuin  Paul  drift 
hi*  B  piMc  o(  limber  Imrne  l>y  ihe  current  into  Ihii  quiet  bachwalei?" 
{Tit  Cititi  tf  St.  Paul,  408).  ^nce  he  did  cvaneclitt  lueh  places  we  may 
periMpl  be  ipued  ihe  argument  that  North  Calilia  would  have  bc«n  beneath 
Ui  notice.  UTcn  apart  Uaai  the  ca^c  lA  tJerlw  and  L<fMra,  the  comnioii 
MM«ian  ihal  Paul  innnably  ugght  out  impotiani  Iriijicrlal  crniiei  1«  nM 
JMified  by  the  evidence.  Pa«l,  like  Wesic}-,  woi  on  cvaneelitl  who 
M  ■  pualos  lor  the  teifioni  beyond  (1  Cci  la"*"  tfi  tA  fxp^nnra  t^^v 
('■naMffB^fw i  cpb  Ro  15'"'):  Nonli  tlalalia  lay  on  the  line  of  hU  circle 
faoM  Jecumkn,  umI  hi*  procedure  elsewhere  maies  the  eniciprlae  in  that 
eoontty  noe  uiuply  eiedible  but  probahlc. 

Uaay  iiucinti  aigumentt  uied  on  both  aide*  to  p«oit«  the  character  «l 
the  people  addiracd  in  the  epitilc  are  of  little  independent  value.  No  iltcu 
c«M  be  UM,  *.£.,eta  Ihe  so-cslled  Celtie  Ccklenci,  in  the  intemtt  of  Ihe 
H.  C«)atiaD  hypotheiii.  On  ihe  other  hand,  il  ii  aa  irrelerant  10  dlioover 
toythinc  tharactciiMieally  S.  Calatiati  in  6'-*  (to  lUmny,  Hht.  Cttm,  Gat, 
454  f.),  aaifihe  pitilcM  temper  wetc  specially  Phrygian  1  If  any  lucal  colour 
b  to  be  (DUghl,  the  alluiian  in  6"  tu^eMt  Ihe  cuilom  of  marking  tlarct  by 
nn  and  cut*,  which  waa  noiorlouiily  a  practice  of  the  North  Galatiani 
|cp>  RauBy,  llitt.  Cmm.  Cat.  8a  f.).  The  alleged  coinddcnoea  between 
ne<nit~*  (cp>  4*1  and  Paul**  addrrn  in  the  South  Galalian  Piiidian  Anlloch 
(Ac  I j""*)  are  InlereaunB  (cp.  9f.  til.  3'.J9 1|,  but  they  are  not  i-onlined  (o 
ttfa  addreai,  aod  represent  (he  ptimttive  Cbiiitian  mitlook  ralhei  Ihan  Paul'* 
tpeei&c  view*. 

Tbc  South  GaUiian  theory  hat  aevenl  attractive  fnlurex,  but  it  lie*  open 
leobicdiofit  of  more  or  lc»  cogency.  E.f,,  (i.)  irthe  opening  of  the  South 
GilHMn  ^teion  ia  to  fully  detniljcd  In  Ac  13-14.  why  ii  there  no  mention 
o(  th«  Olacu  which  Paul  ipecialiy  meniioni  in  Gal  4"?  Again,  (J'-)  <he 
flalMJiiit  received  Paul  in  irniKo'  Btti,  ut  yipiari*  'lijeaiv  (Gal  4'*),  in  «|nie 
ofUiiUneft — ■  very  dilfcrent  thine  ''oin  hilling  him  in  full  health  *a  the  pigan 
BtniM  (Ac  14") !  There  u  tioi  (>ii.)  a  hint  in  the  epiiile  of  any  pertccuilon 
w  mAiibK  endured  by  bin  in  hi*  cvangelitation  of  GalalU,  whettsi  his 
SoMtk  CabUlia  niatlon  wu  itoemy  in  Ihe  cilTcme  (Ac  13-14,  2  Ti  3"]. 
One*  mOTC  (j*.),  ii  Paul  had  evangeliwd  S.  Galatia  prior  to  ihe  Council,  it 
»aol  o^  toondencand  why  he  did  not  layto  In  <M  1".  None  nf  thetc 
iihjlllhww  (t  eeikractonly  mcl  by  the  S.  Galalian  theory,  in  any  of  ili  foiint. 

Ob  bolli  ridea,  bui  c»pcciilly  on  Ihc  S>  Calalieo,  there  i*  loo  fiteal  a 
iMdcncy  to  tamper  with  the  tut  of  Acta  In  order  to  brin£  >l  into  line  with 
Ibt  MqBirriBaiu  □(  a  theory.  Thui  Weber  and  Ranuay,  aa  vrell  a*  Lighifooi 
(AMbv/  £itay(.  ij?  f-l.  Fefei  ihc  Inferior  v.l.  lit>.Sim%  in  Ac  16*;  itlau 
k  t9  auUiiiate:!  the  equally  inferior  titkSirttt  for  rapi\$irnt,  and  read*, 
OAltieaokBatlMriiy  of  aihirtecnlh  cent.  Latin  MS,  rdi  raXariidi  xii^i  in 
■tf ;  e*«l  Bttoct  ia  diivcn  (£i«/.  41J).  like  Weber  and  J.  Wciu,  10  le^ard 
lb«  nfcfcaee  lo  r.  x-  i^  <l>e  l*>ler  verse  u  corrupl,  poBublf  •  batmoQisng 
lltaBftaiBiS*. 
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Tliit  optnti  up  ihc  complex  prablem  of  the  rtUlionitiip  belwtcn  Galaliaiu 
4(u)  Ihenumtiveof  AcU.  (a)  A»  toiheir«riou»ioonie(rsof  Paul  [oJfrmtkB, 
neithw  thtoTy  entirely  etnpn  ih«  funillti  dinkuHicni  ihe  S.  Gaiteitu 
brpolhciu,  in  one  or  lea  forms,  tucccedi  in  evnding  ihem,  but  oaly  fay 
conjectucml  kllerUioni  of  Ihe  onlei  of  the  namlivcs  (mc  b*li>w),  A  iDOn 
Iniponu)!  quBtllon  (i)  telklei  (o  the  Council  of  Jeniuleni.  ileie  the  identity 
of  Gal  j''"  wtlh  Ac  H  muit  be  miintBioed.  In  Ihe  (brmrr  paHige  PanI  U 
orrtainly  giving  hi*  own  venion  of  what  I.ukc  «utM«qu«nily  rtrKiilml  fram 
a  Ulet  and  a  dlRcKnt  iilandpoinl.  The  nitiallve  of  AcU,  whilcrcr  be  Ihe 
histoiicil  value  or  liie  of  Ihc  decree,  a  Ihe  cuunierpurt  of  Gal  a'*'*.  Since 
the  olijeci  of  the  twu  viiiu  in  Ac  1 1"'*°  anil  Gal  1''"  it  difleieni,  and  *lnce 
(("^oin  hardly  be  r*sardrd  m  a  variani  accouDt  of  tj,  the  only  alternative 
U  to  rtpnl  Ac  15  and  Gal  l''"  at  refertlni:  lo  ihc  aamo  iiKldcDL  Thii 
hypoihedi  )i  not  wrecked  by  the  patent  difTcrenoc  of  mMii-c  noticed  in  the 
two  namtivei,  ai  ihece  is  nottiing  inconiitleni  in  Paul  emphuiung  the 
Inward  impultc,  under  ihe  ciicu in* lancet,  and  I.ukc  iccaltlng  the  joint-action 
of  Ihe  church.  The  omiision  of  any  reference  to  Tiium  or  the  private 
conference  it  ilranj;e  hut  not  unpanllcled  in  Act*,  and.  on  the  niher  hand, 
bolh  narrotiven  agree  (and  this  ii  fundamenial)  ii  making  tile  D^Ject  of  the 
journey  a  deiire  lo  ictilr  the  relation  of  Gentile  Christians  10  the  law  j  both 
imply  two  ci>nfciencct,  tMuEtine  in  the  iec«cniti<in  of  Gentile  Chriationi, 
and  Ihc  lefuaal,  on  the  put  of  the  npoillcs,  to  nnclion  the  onhodox  demand 
.for  univcral  drcumciiion.  Ae  IJ  certainly  pretenli  a  modified,  and  ctvti 
in  komc  mprcu  an  unhittorito),  account  of  what  had  been  a  very  terioni 
criiii  in  the  early  chuich.  Wilh  chorDClenslic  taci,  Luke  poaes  over  Ihe 
friction  between  Paul  and  the  three  jiillarapotlln,  oa  welt  M  Ihe  difference 
of  opliiium  which  yielded  but  alawly  to  Paul'i  lemonitianca ;  he  abo 
tcpicKnls  bolh  James  and  Pelei  *  as  in  entential  harmoDy  wilh  the  apotlle 
of  the  Gentiles  (lom  the  (int.  Thit  lienical  purpose  helpi  to  nplaln  Luke's 
tubiequent  ulencenpon  the  Utter  antl- Pauline  movement  of  the  Judaiaetat 


1 


I 
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*  For  the  odd  attempt  of  (onte  Roman  Colholic  tchoUn  to  prove  that 
Cephu  and  Peter  are  different  penoni  (ai  Clement  of  Aleianiiria  wai  the 
fimioiUH-etl).  cp.  IVtch  in  Ihe  ZtituJm/t/ur  *M*.  7^v/.  (1S8]}  pp^  4jfr- 
490,  wilh  Vigoroui,  ££i  Livrit  Saimli  tl  la  iriiifitt  rathnaliste,  vol.  ♦. 
pp.  4S6-476.  Anoihet  cutionly  of  ancient  inlerprctaliun  w«s  the  view 
populariteil  h}'  Oiiyioatom,  Jeroine,  and  alleged  to  z?  lock  lo  Orl|^n,  thai 
ihe  diiipuie  was  a  got-up  scene  The  pntriitic  attitude  towards  (he  dispute 
is  sketched  by  Overbeclc  in  hit  Au0ai>me  dei  Sirrili  itt  Ptattu  mil  ittm 
Af^Utt  Pcinti  kti  Jm  A'irrAimt>item  (Basel,  1877),  and  Lighlfool  (CM  pp. 
laS-131). 

t  Upon  the  North  Gatatisn  theory,  Ihe  JuikiMie  ntjilalion  h  (Ulalia 
wuareenidcKencc  of  the  movement  agunsi  Gentile  Christianity  which  the 
Council  had  tempnarily  checked.  The  counter -minion  wai  cleverly  carried 
■BM  fti-offdiViicu  wlierc  people  were  leu  well  acc|iia!nled  wilh  the  proceed- 
ln|a  at  Jenualem  and  Anlioeii.  and  ai  adroitly  the  reactionary  party  took 
■dmiage  of  f^ulValnence  to  undermine  hit  authority.  Hie  burning  qnaation 
waa  drcvmciilon  oi  ii  hod  been  at  Jenualem.  On  the  S.  GiUilan  hypothesla, 
this  question  hail  aritcn  prior  to  Ihe  Council,  and  Paul  limply  look  advantage 
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Co«inthi«n  diMCtMioiw,  u  well  at  upon  (r)  lh«  ihpate  btrw«en 
ind  Pder  al  Aniloch.  The  tuluiiil  tniptcuion  made  by  a"->*  |i  th*t 
PeWr*!  ntil  lo  Antioch  followti]  ihe  evcnu  narrated  to  a'''°>  ftni)  ihete  u 
no  i«Mon,  bUturical  ur  enmniailol,  to  rcvcrte  chit  npinlon.*  Thai  Peier'a 
incooMUaicx  ns  nnly  possible  before  the  Council  (Weber,  BcUcr,  van 
Bcbtier)  U  aft  arbiirary  hypolhnij^  which  depends  on  the  Brroneoiu  idea 
ihal  the  Cmincira  douce  lepitBtcd  Ihe  todal  Inlercoune  of  Jcriili  and 
CeniOe  Chiuiianl.  The  rtooniliuclion  certainly  tends  lo  moclify  ihe  un- 
ttvounblc  linptcuion  made  by  Ccttc't  vwilUlb^  conduct ;  but  in  a'"-  Pakd 
it  OM  hatluii|[  bacli,  in  defence  of  hU  apoilolie  aaihorily,  to  an  cpUiirlc  which 
precedtd  thai  of  a'*".     The  poinl  uf  a'"-  lin  in  itt  historical  iRjuence  (cp. 

.Sufmnun'a  A^wngit^,  pp.  tjif.  :  Clemen'*  Panlm.  I.  41  f.}.  Th« 
priacipb  ■teceMftilly  «pfae1d  tt  the  Dcgotiaiiou  in  Jeruulein  hwl  lo  be 
fiixliemlcil  pnctieally  at  Ancioch  Mon  aftcrwaid*.  "  When  we  follow  Paal'* 
aeeoMH,  the  i^owlng  euilcmenl  with  which  he  anmisUkiihlj  lecotd*  the 
c*cH  St  Anlioch  ix  suf&cienl  lo  prove  (hat,  in  hii  new.  ft  was  there  thil  ihe 
(fUt  WH  mdied"  {WriuXckcr,  AA.  i.  176I.  In  a  word,  &U  a"-"  lurmj 
ikc  dimks,  from  Panl'i  point  of  view,  in  his  triumpbuit  aiKtlfon  of  Ihe 
fne  Cfariftian  righit  brtonginif  lo  Gentile  cniivtm. 

That  the  Antioch  colliilon  took  place  l>cf»rc  Paul  lef^  (Ac  1$"},  and 
no!  doling  (he  visit  of  Ac  18"  (Kcniin,  Ncuider,  Sabalier.  Godei),  is  alao 

[  the  natunl  infeicncc  from  (he  nuriniivo  ;  it  it  corruboisled  by  the  fact  Ihat 
I  J*"'  Banubiu  wu  never  alon^ide  oJ  Paul,  as  ii  implied  in  Gal  a". 

{  5.  The  datt.—ThK  division  of  opinion  upon  the  destiiu- 
I  tlon  has  W  lo  an  tven  {(Teatei  variety  of  conjectures  as  to  the 
I  date  of  the  epistle's  conipOBition.  On  the  Noith  Gabtian  hypo- 
tbeni  the  letter  cannot  have  been  written  befoie  the  period  of 
Ac  iS**;  but  it  may  have  been  compqsed  either  (i.)  on  the  way 
^m  Galatia  to  Ephesns  (Hug,  Riickert);  or  (ii.)  during  Paul's 
May  at  Epbesus  (Ac  19'' '"),  pcrhai»  during  one  of  his  journeys 
b  the  vicinity;  or  (iii)  on  his  way  from  Ephesui  lo  Corinth 

of  the  eolieetkiti  foe  the  Jewiih  poor  lo  enllil  Ihe  sympalhlet  and  win  the 
coafidence  of  Ihe  Jewiih  Chrisiiani  in  ihe  capital.  But  both  impticaiiom  arc 
hmwiiliatih.  Mpedalty  (he  wcond ;  neither  I.uke  nnr  Paul  *>y»  anything 
^0«t  lUs  DMtive,  wid  the  use  supposed  lo  hai-e  been  made  of  Ihe  colleetiun 
■  tbeouuanM  of  imag^nalion  raiher  than  the  tcllcction  of  hiMory. 

'  A»  b  doM  by  C  II.  Turner  {DB.  L  4*3  C),  R.  A.  Fulconer  (AT. 
d.  4S7-490}.  Willianit,  and  Zahn  {ffKZ.,  1894,  435  f-  1  C^.  Mof.),  alter 
Calvin,  Schncekenlwrger  {Xreni  drr  Afgitekuhlt,  109  f.},  etc.,  sll  of  whom 
flaoc  the  AMioeh-epiaode  prior  10  Ac  ij',  either  between  Ac  13*  and  ij' 
m  belweea  14*  and  15*.  (tainuy,  who  formerly  held  Ihe  lallcr  vie*  (SFT. 
IjSC),  now  incUnca  lo  ihink  thai  Petri'*  visit  (o  Andoch  (G»l  1"*-) 
"pitcwkit  the  first  missionuy  journey  of  Paul  ind  Banulns,  and  iha(  he 
■u  setil  fran  Jcntnlctn  as  lar  as  Syriitn  Aniiorh  to  intpoct  and  tepon  on 
(hii  nrw  rstenidon  of  ihe  church,  Jiui  a*  he  had  been  tcni  prrviouily  (o 
Sinaria  aloag  with  John  on  ■  limilar  eitond  "  \Citi4i  tfSl,  I^kJ,  yn-jpi). 
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^cp.  Moflatt,  HNT.  137  T).  There  is  not  much  to  choou 
between  (ii.)  and  (iii.).  but  upon  the  whole  the  more  probable 
hyjiothesis  is  that  the  cpl^lle  wiu  writlen  ftoai  Ephcsu*  (Ac  19'), 
soon  after  Paul  had  left  Galalia(Ac  iS**)  for  the  second  lime;  so, 
t.g.,  Wieselcr.  Ctcdncr,  Hofmann,  Godct,  Alford,  Kcuss,  Meyer, 
H.  J.  Holt/maiin,  Lipiius,  SiefTeri,  Schmiedel,  Steiiimann, 
etc.  This  was  the  traditional  view  &8  early  as  Victorinus  ('  cpistula 
.id  G,  mi$»  dicilur  ab  apostolo  ab  Epheso')  and  earlier;  the 
only  real  alternatire  is  Paul'»  stay  in  Macedonia  or  Corinth,  during 
the  period  covered  by  Ac  30'^  (so  especially  Lightfool,  aAct 
Conybeareand  Ilowson,  with  Bleek,  Salmon,  von  Dobschtili:,  etc.). 

One  of  the  charges  made  against  Paul  at  Thesssalonika  was 
that  he  had  left  his  converts  in  the  lurch.  He  had  to  meet  this 
insinuation  by  showing  that  he  had  been  unable,  not  unwilling, 
to  return.  No  such  calumny  is  mentioned  in  Galatiana.  The 
tone  of  4''  implies  that  the  Galatians  recognised  be  could  not 
visit  them  in  person.  Why,  wc  do  not  know.  Galatta  was 
accessible  from  Ephcsus,  but  there  may  have  been  reasons  why 
he  L-ould  not  leave  the  latter  place  at  the  moment.  Otherwiie,  w« 
may  suppose  he  was  cither  otj  the  point  of  starting  for  Corinth 
or  on  his  way  there,  when  the  news  of  the  Gnbtian  relapse 
nached  him.  Luke  uitfortunately  has  no  more  to  tell  us  about 
Paul's  relations  with  the  backward  Galata:  than  about  Paul's 
contemporary  troubles  with  the  recalcitrant  Corinthians. 

The  South  Galatiaiv  hypothesis,  upon  the  other  hand, 
permits  of  a  much  curlier  dale.  The  mnjorily  lend  10  put  it  first 
of  all  the  CKiant  epistles  (cp.  Mlu  E.  G-  Riiggs,  Ntvs  IVarU, 
■900,  115  £ ;  C.  W.  Emmet,  Exp.''  ic  )4>  ^).  Some  evai 
place  it  prior  to  the  Council  of  Jerusalem ;  so,  1^.,  Calvin  (on  i< 
"ac  n«  satis  quidcm  constat,  quo  tempore  scripts  fuerit  cpistolai 
nisi  quod  Gncci  missam  Roma  diuinant,  Latini  Epheso.  Ego 
autcm  non  tantum  scriptam  ante  fuisse  arbitror,  (|uam  Pautui 
Roman)  uidisset,  uerum  antcquam  habita  fuissct  ilia  consutialto 
ct  dc  ccremonianim  i»u  pronuntiasscnt  apostoli ")  and  Deim, 
followed  by  Ulrid)  and  Bdttger.  This  involved  the  identification 
of  tlie  journey  in  Ac  1 1**  with  that  of  Gal  a"-, — a  view  which  has 
subsequently  found  favour  with  several  oF  the  South  Gabtian 
advocates  in  their  manipulation  of  the  Lucan  narratives 

Galaliini  occufHcd  ih«  fini  place  in  Matcion'i  Ibt  of  the  Tauline  lAlcn ; 
but,  at  ThmMtoniin)  in  put  tSttt  Kouiuii,  ll  Is  obrlciui  that  Marcion  ctilicr 
■mngcd  iheepUiIe*  unchrvnolosinUy,  iMhad  no  nte  tradition  upon  their 
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>  idiths  potilion.  The  former  i*  probably  the  true  lolulion  tcp>  T«n.  drfc. 
:  Jftn.  ▼,  a),  Galuiann  mi  pul  in  the  forefront  u  VuiV*  battte'Cry  BgainH 
[  the  JodaiMn  which  Uardon  dclctttcl  (ice  aboi'e.  |>,  16). 

Banlet  (k/.  (tV.)  holds  that  Galntians  was  written  by  Paul  on 

lit  way  to  Jerusalem  (Ac  15*;  Gal  i''"  being  identified  with  a 

•visit   unknown  to   Luke,  and  a  second  visit   being  denied  in 

C«l  4").     A  less  complex  view  is  represented  by  W.  A.  Shedd 

(ET.  lii.  568)  and  Douglass  Round  {Daft  of  St.  Pauti  Ep,  to 

iht   Gaiatiani,  1906),  who  identify  Gfil  3'''°  with  Ac  1  r*"*,  and 

date  tbe  epiitle  from  Antioch  before    Paul  went  to  JcTUsalem 

for  the  Council  of  Ac  15.     This  theory,  however,  does  not  avoid 

the   ditSculties  encountered   by  the  similar  attempt  of  U'eber 

(tee  above)  to  place  the  epistle  prior  to  the  Council.    These 

difficulties   are    most    ingeniously    met    by    McCifTert,    who, 

identifying  Ca]  3>'t°  nith  Ac  11^15  (all  referring  to  the  same 

incident),  places  the  composition  of  Gal.  in  Antioch  prior  to 

the  seoood  tour  of  Ac  iti°.    This  involves  the  intcrpictition  of 

c    16*  as   unhtslorical   (against    thi.f    i:;).    the  present   writer's 

icic  in  EBi.  5076  and  Bacon's  Story  of  St.  Paul,  148  f.).     But 

it  is  the  very  circumcision  of  Timolhcus  which  lends  point  to 

the  charges  undt^flying  Gal  1''  and  5".     Again,  the  failure  to 

Biention  Barnabas  as   the   co-foundcr   of  the   churches  is  not 

intelligible  except  after  the  rupture,  and  to  identify  the  second 

vi«it   vntli  the   mere    rctiun    journey   from    Deibe    is    hardly 

tdequate  to  ihc  impression  made  by  the  cpisttc,  which  suggests 

that  the  visit  in   question   was  paid  to    the    province   as    a 

ibole,   instead  of  to  one  or  two   particular  cities  and  their 

duuches. 

Even  when  the  epistle  is  admitted  to  be  subsequent  to  the 
Council  of  Ac  15,  there  is  no  agreement  on  its  period.  Thus 
Hanmtb  dates  the  epistle  from  Macedonia  <Iuring  the  second 
tour,  io  the  autumn  of  a.d.  53,  mainly  upon  the  erroneous  ground 
that  4**"  alludes  to  the  sabbatical  year.  Albrechl  ij'aufui^ 
1903.  ppi.  1 14  f')  and  Clemen  (Paului,  i.  396  f.)  dioose  Athens, 
ideDdfying  the  ol  am  iitol  iravrtt  iSiX^oi  of  1*  with  Christians 
•bo  had  accompanied  I'aul  from  Berea  I  Thi»  ik  supposed  to 
explain  the  absence  of  Timothcus  and  Silas  from  the  greeting. 
For  similar  reasons,  many  a<lhcrenls  of  the  S.  Oalatian  hypo- 
thesis come  down  to  the  ojjening  jwriod  of  Paul's  rt■^idcn(-t 
at  Cofinlh  (so,  e^.,  Mynstcr,  Zahn,  Bacon,  and  Kendall).  Bui 
the  hyperbole  of  ■  Th  i"^  docs  not  imply  that  the  news  of  the 
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Thesnlonuina'  conversion  had  readied  Galalia ;  and  there  is 
not  enough  lime  to  allow  Tor  the  exchange  of  news  between 
Paul  and  that  country.  Besides,  it  is  rather  fanciful  to  regard 
Galatians  as  having  tcmporaTil)'  checked  the  Judaising  move- 
ment which,  after  a  lull  (reflected  in  Thcssaloniant)^  burst  oui 
again  in  Corinthians  and  Romans.  Volkmar  ifip.dt.  37  f.)  dam 
Gal.  from  Antioch  at  the  close  of  the  second  tour  {Ac  1 8**),  while 
Renan  and  Ram.tay  •  {SPT.  iSQ-rgi)  prefer  10  dale  the  epistle 
from  Syrian  Antioch  during  the  period  of  Ac  18",  prior  to  the 
third  tout,— a  theory  which  has  naturally  prowd  a  stumbling-block 
to  most  of  those  who  share  the  S.  Calatian  view.  It  ofTen  no 
satisfactory  explanation,  e^,,  of  why  Paul  omitted  any  reference 
to  his  third  visit  to  Jerusalem  (Ac  15},  xtill  less  of  Luke's 
failure  to  note  any  interruption  (on  the  second  viwt  to  Oalatia) 
of  the  harmony  between  Paul  and  the  local  churche*.  Further- 
inore,  the  obvious  meaning  of  Gal  4*<*  {^$tktiv  ii  wafiti¥<u  wpit 
vnat  apn)  is  that  Paul  cannot  visit  them.  There  is  not  the 
sli)(hie»t  indication  in  the  epistle  that  he  was  planning  a  visit 
very  soon,  and  that  the  messenger  who  carried  the  letter  took 
news  of  this  to  the  churches.  The  same  arguments  (cp,  Round, 
op.  fit.  A^i-)  tell  as  heavily  against  the  hypothesis  {e.g.  Askwith 
and  Plleidcrcr  and  D.  Walker)  that  the  epistle  was  written  (so 
Jacquier  hesitatingly)  by  Paul  from  Macedonia  or  Acbaia 
during  the  third  tour. 

1'hese  latter  variations  of  the  S.  Calatinn  theory  really  tally, 
so  far  as  the  date  is  concerned,  with  the  N.  G.nlatian  hypothesis ; 
and  occasionally  the  same  arguments  are  employed  to  defend 
them,  viz.  from  the  affinities  of  thought  and  style  between 
Galatians  and  the  other  Hanpihrieft.  Galatians  may  be  (i.)  prior 
to  Corinthians;  so,  especially,  Baur  {Paul,  i.  36of.}^  Havet, 
la  On'sinestlti  CMHst.  iv.  101  f. ;  Hilgenfeld  (EinL  149  f. ;  ZtVT., 
1883.  303-343).  Snbaticr  {Paul,  137-155),  B.  Wdss,  Godei, 
Renan,  H.  }.  Holtxmann,  Jiilicher,  SielTert,  Holsicn  (in  Short 
Prottst.  Comm?,  Eng.  u.  1S83,  ii.  354-310),  Lipsius,  Ramsay 
{SPT.  189  f.),  Bovon  {NTTk.  ii.  73  f.),  Sanday  and  Headlam 
("Romans,"  ICC.  pp.  jucxvi-xavii),  Warfield  {JBL.,  1884, 
50-64),  Schlfcr  (EinL  87  f.),  etc  The  case  for  this  relative 
order  rests  rather  on  a  detailed  examination  of  each  writing  by 

*  In  hU  Kvtrar  of  Weber  (,ET.  »1.  157-160),  howci-cr.  be  uiyt  tkc  lu* 
never  fell  cLcai  on  the  point,  "  and  have  oiw\  doubted  in  the  latl  few  \ 
whetliet  the  ««ily  due  ihculd  not  kftei  all  lie  (urfcrrtd.' 
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Utelf  thtn  ttpon  tny  attempt  to  trace  a  do^atic  or  cOtitrOTeinftl 

t«<ohjtion  in  Paul's  nimd.    The  aAAmt  of  i  Co  9*  may  be  an 

aninion  to  Gabtiaia  (qi.  1  Co  j"-  with  Gal  5"),  and  Gal  a** 

tmjr  give  us  the  ctu«  to  Am  Imtfrtt'i  in  1  Co  9' ;  but  such 

tlircads  wc  too  slight  to  bear  luiy  weight  of  coiicluKionR  about 

the  reUtive  order.     A>  a  matter  of  fact,  thia  process  of  reasoning 

has   led  some  to  exactly  the  opposite  result,   viz.,   that  {iu) 

Gabiian*  b  subsequent  to  3  Corinthians  and  next  to  Romans  in 

order.     So  Kallmann  {ZWT.,  1S99,   1S7-194),  arguing  from 

a  Co  11'  and  Gal  j',  but  especially  Blcek,  Howson,  Ccedncr, 

tooo  (Smith's   DB>  \.   iioSf.),   and  Lifjlufoot  (pp.  36-56), 

lowed  by  Farrar,  S.  Davidson  {INT.  \.  7^-83),  W.  Briickner 

{CkroH.    174  f.),    Hort,    Findlay,    M.    W.    Jacobus  M    Problem 

m  CritidiPi,  1900,  pp.  njf.),  Rcseh  (PauliHinnus,  t,'l%^-t'''^T^ 

anpbatkally),  Askwith  (chs.  vii.-viii.),  Adeney,  and  Williams. 

The    ar^ment    is    that    the    net    resemblances    of    thought 

and  language  imply  a  grouping    of   Galatians    and    Romans 

close  together;  that  the  Judaism  combated  in  1  Cor,  is  less 

■stoied  than  in  Galaiiona ;  and  so  forth.     But  there  is  no  reason 

IB  uppose  that  the  Judaisiic  agitation  developed   uniformly. 

Sudi  reasoning  assumes  erroneously  "  thai  the  Judaising  heresy 

had  leacbed  at  the  same  point  of  time  the  same  stage  of  de- 

idopcoent  everywhere.     So  soon  as  we  remember  that  some  of 

tlieae  epistles  were  written  to  enlightened  Corinth  and  others  to 

barbarous  Galatia,  all  these  nice  arrangements  are  seen  to  be 

the  growth  of  misunderstanding  "  (Warfield,  JBL^  i8&4i  p-  Js). 

The  suDilarity  of  attitude  in  Gal.  and   Rom.   yields  no   safe 

nfereoce  as  to  their  period  of  composition.    The  latter  epistle 

(allies  forward  the  conceptions  outlined  in  the  former,  al^er  a 

brief  lap*e  of  time,  during  which   other  and   more  pressing 

questions  («•/■-  '  *nd  »  Cor.)  had  engrossed  the  writer's  mind. 

The  comparative  absence  of  doctrinal  controversy  (in  >  Cor.) 

■ith  the  Judaistic  emissaries  pruves,  not  that  the  conflict  with 

tbcm  was  still  in  some  inchoate  stage  which  is  reflected  in 

Gal.,   but  simply  that  the    particular    conditions    at    Corinth 

ilemandcd  special  treatment.    The  exposure  of  these  agitators 

in  2    Cor.    is   not   inconsistent    with    a    previous   refutation   of 

their  principles  nicti  as  is  flung  out  in  Galatiins.    Sec  further 

on  this  point,  Kendall  {.Bxp*  ix.  atio),  C  H.  Turner  {DB. 

1433),  Zahn  (INT.  i,  pp.  loo-ioi),  Peake  {INT.  pp.  »7f.), 

■nd  apedally  SeATert'i  essay  in  TkSt.  (331-357).     W.  S.  Wood 
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{Siudiet  in  Gal.  pp.  if.)  specially  controvem  Lightfoot,  in  th« 
■ntcmis  of  a  date  at  least  synchronous  with  Thcssalonians. 

It    is    imporuni    to   avoid   thi»   ultralugical   antl   literuy 
method*  of  trcattiig  Paul's  correspondence, — as  if  he  could  not 
return  to  any  given  topic  from  a  later  tUindpotnt,— since  it  ii:l 
often  used  not  only  (a)  to  Hupporl  a  priori  views  of  their  dates,' 
but  also  (rf)  10  discredit  their  autlienticity. 

(fl)  One  iiulance  of  ItvF  fbrmn  cnor  n  ptcscntcil  bj  tlie  pattittic  tnulitiCA 
(Euwhiut  of  Enifa,  Jrrnnii^.  1'hrcidnrci.  Opcumcniut,  etc.),  teflmn)  in  Ihe 
•vbacription  of  one  or  ivo  later  unciili  (^^«q  dir4  'P>iii<ri)<  ^nd  prcralcnt 
in  some  circles  of  Ihe  Eastern  chuicli,  which  hat  occauonntJ]'  been  ntvivvd  by  _ 
critlcslf.jf.  $chTa>]ci,4/(r.^/iu/W/>.iH/M,  1S30,  i.  ll6f.  ;  Kohler.  Vrrtmk  tttftv  W 
dit  AbfasniitgiuildfrefislBliulaiiSthnflet\imNT,  iSjo.  pp.  1351.;  tlklmd,  ^ 
Rim.   Httki  im  GaliUt'irit/,  189S,   pp.  30  f,,  und  R,  SoMt),  who  ictually 
place  Gslatlaru  In  ihe  Roman  impriioniiienL    The  reawini  kllcged  (or  thb 
cuiioui  dale  an  quite   onconvincing.     The  argument  led  from  its  affiwikii 
whhHomant  hM  liecn  alctaiJy mellcp.  pp.  104 f.).    The  notion {H«1inti)thM 
il  implio  a  knowleiige  of  Roman  law  which  inTOlva  ■  residence  in  Italy 
ii  out  of  the  queiiion  :   Paul  was  a  Rumnn  ciiiien  himielf.  and  any  such 
■oqualniance  with  R»inan  IrKnl    procedure  at  the  epitile  may  be  tidd  to 
preiuppoie  was  quite  postrble  ihioughoul  ■  province  like  Oaliiia  (see  above, 
pp.  97-9S).     Filially,  the  fancied  allusions  lo  impritonment  ovsponte  under 
eianiiRBiiun.     Ilsd  Paul  Iwvn  in  prison,  he  would  have  tefcircd  plainly  to  il,   ■ 
1^..  al  4"  (cp,  Ph  1'  4""-  etc.).  M 

Il  is  no  impiovriiicnt  an  this  theory  to  place  Che  epistle  during  Patil's  tut 
Toyagcio  l'ak>iilni:()X-rhs[i*al  Troas,  Ac  30"  ;  so  Mill,  ^T  Pnlrgmuita,  4), 
on  the  ground  thai  i'°  refers  lo  the  oollecticm  |Ro  15),  ot  {to  Kuho,  NKZ., 
1895.  ij6f.,  gitt  f.)in  the  Oeauoati  itBpriMnnMt,  when  EVul could  not  get 
away  (4")  to  revisit  bis  biendi,  and  when  he  had  been  mallicatcd  by  tlw 
Je*s(6"=AeJi'«). 

%  6.  AnthtnUdty. — It  is  this  relationship  to  Romans  whkl) 
also  (<^)  started  the  theories  ofGnUtians  as  a  R-cond-century  pro- 
dlKt  (see  below,  undt;r  "  Romans  "),  composed  upon  ibe  basis  of 
Romans  and  Corinthians,  in  order  either  lo  oppose  the  milder 
oonceplion  of  Paul  in  Acts,  or  to  ptomutgale  a  broader  form  of 
Christianity,  or  to  emphasise  Ihe  rupture  between  Judaism  and 
Chnsiiantty.  The  ablest  statement  of  the  theory  was  K.  Steele's 
dtr  Galatrrbriif  nosh  teiarr  Etklhfil  unUrsuiht,  ntbst  krilitthtm 
BemtriuHsen  iw  den  f-atilinitchtn  Haufilbritftn  (Berlin,  1S88), 
written  in  a  phase  of  reaction  against  the  Ttibingrn  identification 
of  the  four  Haupibritft  with  the  genuine  Paul.     J.  Friedrich's 

•Thus,  in  hiscuayon  DU  UriprmgliikMs dts  ffa/aA-^fW^fe (Leiprig, 
190JI,  llcrmann  Scholie  tries  in  prnvr  the  filiation  of  (he  later  N  X  liltrunn 
to  Galalunt,  bi  a  way  which  land*  him  in  repealed  cxaegerAlians. 
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die  Unatifuheil  da  Galaltrhiitfi  (Halle,  1891)  19  less  origiinaL 
The  hjrpotbcsis  is  no  longer  anything  but  a  curiority  of  cntidsm, 
like  P^re  Join  Hardouin's  relegation  of  most  of  the  classics  to 
the  fonneenlb  century,  and  Edwin  Johnson's  discovery  that  the 
primitive  Christian  literature  was  forged  in  the  RenniKsance  and 
Reformation  periods  (Antigua  Mater,  London,  18S7).  All  that 
[uiics  to  be  said  against  such  vagaries  has  been  put  by 
iedel  (IC.  188S.  1697  f.;  EBi.  1617-1623),  Kappeler 
SiMo.,  1889,  11-19),  Sicflert  {ep.  fit.  pp.  >6f.),  Linderuann 
{dU  Attklhfit  dtr  pauUtiiuhtn  Hauftbriefi,  1889),  Gloel  {die 
\jiiiigste  Kritik  4es  Galalerhrieft  auf  ihrt  Bentflligung  gtfiriift, 
1890),  C  H.  van  Rhijn  {T/ikI.  Studiin,  1890,  l^^l). 
Wohlenberg  {JVKZ.,  1893,  741  f.),  Zahn  (£/«/.  §  9).  R.  J. 
KiKw!ing(H7/iw«  0/  Hie  Epislles,  133  f.,  and  Testimony  it/ St. 
Paml  ta  Christ,  1905,  34  i.\  and  Clemen  {Paulus,  \.  18  f.). 

(«)  No  wdgjhl  01  woilh  atiachei  10  ihe  atlcmpu  xa*At  to  dbcounglc  a 
hidkie  nuclnu  rrom  Ulcr  editorial  accrctiODs,  as,  ».[.,  b^  Cmmer,  who 
dcMcu  onkothttitk  intfltpoUlion*  ±11  thrc>u[>h  {i.g.   i^  a*^  ete.),  but  noubly 


■3" 


i*-ai  ■'M  ,H-n 


5M6M 


Even  Voltcr,  who  upplici  thit  aelhod  to 


teolbci  Pauline  epi«lm,  mngniin  thai  CaUtian*  \\  pnoically  ■  liltiaiy 
■Itjt  alUwush  that  due*  ddI  prei«nl  him  /rum  relqiBiinf  it  to  a  poil-Pauline 
due  [fViAu  m.  itifU  Bruft,  pp.  119-185).  Van  Manco'i  Bit«n<pi  [TT., 
Mf,  40of.,  4S6(.|  to  prorc  thai  Mitcion'i  text  wat  tnorc  original  than  the 
aaoniot,  1«  aniwercd  ai  lenelli  by  Baljon  (i^.  tit.  pp.  l-ioi)  atid  Qctnen 
[gimXritluUtit  J.  nml.  S'l'i/i.  1S94.  toof.). 

{H  Tbc  taibnl  c(fn«nn  to  Galaiian*  by  name.  It  th«  notice  of  iu 
bfh^ffn  la  Haicioa'i  jlfttMktn  ;  but  almoit  vcibal  echoes  of  j"-**  occur  in 
/■do'*  J^ita/- idv.-xc*.  (aiof  4' in  Athenag.  Ltg.  ifi,  and  0/4"  in  Dlii(n. 
M)  and  Onr.  5  (of  Gal  4"),  and  tin  rpittle  wai  almott  ecrtainl)'  known  to 
MT^arp,  a*  the  quolalioni  la  j'  (from  Gal  ffi  tltirn  atr  tn  Oiii  tS  iifm- 
lUtT*!  ud  3*  (from  Gal  4*)  wtmr,  fru  farl*  *i[tiw  »^"'"»  *i«fl».  and  th« 
(JloiioM  In  3>  (Gal  5**).  J*  (Gal  s»),  9>  (G^  a*)  prove.  Apart  froin  PAiJ.  t< 
|i4«  A«'  ^«UT«C  (Ml  ti'  Arti-J/t,ir  •=  Gal  I '),  Ihe  tiaca  of  the  epUUe  in  Jsnallu 
(I^»7>«J/.  I0>.  S"<=£A*-  18',  S"  =  £^-  l6'.6"  =  A'f  7*|artlaiiit,aiua]M] 
Iha  eaM  wlili  Ckm.  Ron.  (9'  =  Gal  3',  5*=I*).  Ai  (he  Kaind  cBMory 
tdnaecs,  tbe  evidence  of  Ihe  epblle'*  popalarilj  multiplies  on  all  lids,  from 
FlolaMBM  aed  the  OphilM  to  hennrut  and  the  Muntorian  Canon  (cp, 
Gnforj,  Ttn^tdCaniitfifT.  101-103}. 

Tlie  inferionlf  tt  iu  early  aiiesiaijon,  is  oompared,  t^.,  with  ihat  of 
I  Cor.  o*  of  Rom.,  may  he  dutr  to  the  remote  tlluitinn  di  ihc  ehurchca  in 
•Md)  tl  wn  otiitinatl}'  circulated  {,i-«.  on  the  Nonh  GolELtian  hypothedt), 
•t  to  it*  potemical  Koic.  CcKul  observed  that  Chi»tinn»,  dnpile  thdr 
ilMaatfal  quarrel*  and  dtvitioni,  could  all  be  heard  >a)ing,  '  The  world  U 
cndAH  (o  me,  and  I  to  the  uoild.*  Origen  (e.  Ctli.  v.  &|)  declare*  this 
il  ikc  (Mly  KOtcnce  which  CcUu*  ever  quoted  fro»  Paul  {Gal  6"), 
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(C)  PAUL'S  COJfRESPOl\'DENCE    WITH  CORINTH. 

LniRATIf ».■—(')  Eiliiioni  :~Cajet>n  (Venice,  15J1I :  Morton  (1596) : 
Cotneliiu  1  Lapide  (l6u}i  CtclUut  |I6JS) :  LightfoiX  (1664)1  Gfolin 
(1644};  Semlcr'i  ParafAraiit  (1770-6);  Moiut  I1794);  J.  G.  F.  Billroth 
Ci8U,  Eny.  It.  byW.  L.  Aleiander.  1837-8)1  Ruckerl  (Wpog.  lS)6-7>; 
dc  Welle  (1S41);  (Vile  (U>ii<l>m.  184811  OiihaUKn  <  ( ■  840,  Ei>|:.  It.  iBjOi 
;.  II,  Tlioin  (:Sji):  Hodge  (1857-60);  A.  Mrner  (1S57);  Nciuider 
{Atattf.  d.  Mitfn  Britft,  ed.  B«yiclil>g,  1859):  Burgs  (1X59-40);  Kiiog 
(1861,  Ens.  II.  1866I:  C.  Wotdtwoiih*  (1S66):  HoFRMnD'  (1874-T): 
Bmune*  |l8;6):  Meyer' (1870^  Eng.  tr.  1S77]:  Sunlef*  (iSSl);  Biipin£ 
(1883);  BWIM1S85);  RI!icoll<lS87>i  Schnnlemunn  (in  Slraci  u.  Z4Mtr, 
■837):  W.  Kay  (1SG7};  Cbbel  (18S7);  Sehmledel*  \HC.  1891]';  Comdy 
(l^iri*,  189*):  J.  Dmmmond  {.IiHtm.  ffi&li.  ffT,  1899):  CevleoHnt 
(1901):  Cou»nl>  (1901I;  B.  Weiu'  (1901);  A.  Schifer  (1903);  Maiiie 
{C8.  n.  d.))  Bduuci*  {SNT.  1907):  Guljahr  (1907)1  A.  SchUller  (1907); 
J.  Niglutadi*  [Brevii  Ctmmtaiariiti,  1907) ;  Liettmuin  [ffSNT.  1907). 

Of  I  Cor.  alone:— 1>.  Hareui  (Hcirlel1>er|[.  i6itli  Krioic  (t79J): 
lleydenreichfMarbDrB,  1815-7)  ;  Osiinder  (1S49) ;  A.  MBicr(i3S7)l  Emu 
ISft^^i  Cxnim.  1881)  ■;  HoinHci  *  (iSSo);  T.  C.  Edwardt  (London. 
tS8;r:  Ellicnll  (1887);  Godel*  (1GS7,  Eng.  ir.];  Farrai*  (/W/»r  C^jhm. 
1888I :  Siedenpfentiie  (1S93I :  I*'"  ICGT.  1895)  1  Lishtfeol  (AWm  m  £/>/>. 
Q<  St.  fltu/,  1895 :  on  i>-7") :  Helnrid  (—  Mcyci*.  1896} ;  G.  G.  Kindlay, 
iSGT.  1901)*;  Uoud(!e(;fC.  1903);  Buhmann  t^A*.  1905)*;  J.  W«Im 
(—Meyer*,  1910). 

Of  1  Cot.  slone : — Moihelm  {KrJUdrtmg  lUt  ttetUm  Britft  lUt  iti/igem 
afeiUii  PUulm  aa  dit  Gtmritidt  in  Car.  1761) ;  J.  Ci.  F.  I..eun  (i8C4)i 
Emmuling  (i8)}l;  Schatlini;  (1840)1  Oiiander  (1858)1  Kloipper*  (1874); 
Wait*  {.Sft^'i  Crmm.  tSSij  ;  Fartar  (Ai//uV  Cemm.  1883);  Heinrici* 
(1887);  Hciniid  {—Meyer*,  I9<xi>i  Plummet  (CC  7*.  1903)1  J.  II.  Benuud 
{SCT.  1903)  *  i  F-  LatiB'^'n^ch'  (1905) ;  R.  Comely  (C*«»i.  «  A  F^mli 
Iff.  nil  C^.  a/leram  tt  GaJatas,  Farii,  1907}  ;  nichmann  {Zf^.  1909)  *. 

{*)  Sladiet:— (i.)  of  t  Cor.  alone — Petnu  Martyr.  [CtMmntiarii,  ed. 
IJjl)!  Gibsud'i  filirtt.  J  la  frtmiirt  ffiirt  aux  Car.  (ThifC  de  Smxb, 
l8jS)i  Straatman'a  Kniiuht  ituditit  ct/cr  drm  t  Ktr.  (iS63li  Koltlcn, 
EivipliKm  lit!  ran/ui,  i.  (iSSo);  M.  Dodi  \£)^s.  BtUr,  )SS9l:  G. 
U'ahle  (A'A'^.,  189$,  S4of.,  6osr-l :  C.  H.  van  Rhijn.  "hel  opichrifi  ran 
Ok  Mnten  Brief  aao  de  K."  ini»/.  Snit,  1900,  357r.l:  £.  KM. 
ErUmf.  Umuimiafni,  etc.,  1905)'  (■<-)  of  1  Cor.  alone.— T.  Keihnusi 
tSiflftmlif.  1571) ;  H.  Royaard*.  Diifiuiatit  iiuiii^iir^ii  str  alitra  P.  ad  C. 
tfiOtU  <i8tS);  K.  F.  A.  FtiUsche,  dt  inmnuliii  f^iUriehi  Pamli  ad 
C*rimlhhi  EfiUfi*  toeii  diiitrtati^ti  Am  (1814):  M.  Wirth,  AlUi  mid 
nmtt  ahrr  d.  rmiUn  Brir/  an  dit  A'mitk.  (1.^15);  Roui,  An^tju  dt  U 
diux,  tfUtt  aiuc  Cvr.  (tSJ6)i  KIdpper,  Eif^liuieJtn'tiiiit  Umltr%.  attr 
dot  tmtilrn  firitf  dti  Pauiii  am  Jit  GrmtimU  tu  Ktrinii  (1869)*! 
Denoey  {FifM-  SiUt,  1894)  ■  ;   G.   Bard«.  An/  ffdln,  Hidti  mr  U  9 


I 


I 

I 


'  For  tbe  andenl  and  mrdionil  lilffalurr,  from  ChiytoUoin  U  Calvin, 
•ce  T.  C  Ed«ud*'  •diiiun,  pp  x»  i-xuaL 
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C.  (t9e£).  (iii.)  of  a  Cm.  &\-outabl«  to  intcrmcdiile  Lcltci 
Inpothcait  (mc  ranher  below,  p.  til);  HanKMh,  Ar  Vitr-CafUii Bri<f  4tt 
r*uhu   mm   Jii    Cmnlkitr  I1870]  •     Ilagge  {.JPT..    iS;!).    pp.    4Sl-}ji)i 

VMin  ITT.,  1889,  pp.  t<M-3i5l;  BrticVntr  {CitM.  177-180)1  Kilnig 
(ZIfr.lSn.pp- 481-554):  i-  II-  Kennedy (£^,»,  1897,  PP  9Jlf..  iBjf.. 
1899,  pp.  iSl  f.  ;  Tkt  Settmt  anJ  T»irJ  Litter)  »f  Si.  Pami  U  tkt 
(^Hflktmu'' ,  1900 J  and  Mtrm^ima,  igoj.  }40-367ll  R-  M»cliimo»h 
If^.'Ti.  77r.,u6f..  336f.)i  G.  )[.  Rcndall,  Tlu EfiithipJSt.  Faaluikt 
CrriMtXiain  \yf>i'i.  Unbtounble:  Gabler,  Difapf.uh.ix.siH.fttltrieris 
ifitt,  P.»iCpT.  ah  taJtm  Itaud  ufsiratiUXGiMxti^m,  17S];  reply  to  Semler)! 
Kileenfeld  \ZiVT..  1S99,  pp.  1-19);  N.  J.  D.  White  (Exfi*  vll.  iijr.: 
reply  to  Ktntml}':  to  Htrmaihrma,  190].  pp.  79-89).  (i*.)  of  both  cppi.— 
r;.  T,  Ztchuix't  ErUinrnt  (1769) ;  J.  F.  Flitl"*  IWiitiafm  {l!l71j  Lc 
ran,  ftatparti  A  S.  Ptml  avtt  r/fliu  Ji  CortHlk  (iSj6| ;  Schenkel, 
UttrrtarU  id  mitt.  C»rintki  fn'm-nti  fattieniita  luriata  (Duel,  iSjS) ; 
J,  G.  MOllci.  it  liiifs  P.  itlutnim  CjriH/kuiH  ttiutflit  lU  /fiilttiifat  ad 

tttitm  nm  Jiftnlilu  (tbuci,  titjl):  Eyinu,  tur  CkrVHohgit  dtr  h'ar.-Britfi, 
|it75)  I  Rlb^f,  Kriiiukt  t/numuktaigtn  Uktr  d.  Imkall  d.  heiSeit  Britft 

t.  AftaUtlP.^ilit  Kar.  Ctw^adb  *  ( |8S6|  *  ;  A.  Snbatier't  /iu(/(En|;.  Ir.) 
^I56-|S4;  Ktcnkd't  Btitrigt  mr  AuJktlluHgder  Gtsikkkia  m.  Jtr  Brit/tdti 
(1890)1  van  Mmwh,  Dt  tritvtm  aan  A  A'trimlki^rs  (1S96); 
{EBi.  89»-907)i  A.  Robcitwn  (OB.  I.  48J-498);  W.  Schmyi, 
PJti  «i.  ]69l'-)i  J«aniier  (Vijoroox'  DB.  u.  983-1005);  Rohr.  Pauluim. 
r  Ct^ifib  tM  A'eriHtk  auf  GrmiJ  J.  htidta  A'erimlkrrtru/i  (Creilniig, 
'll99)i   EiBKiiu  {KB.,  1899.   lS}-]S<)):   Holtlen   iZHT.,   1901,  p|x  334- 

)G9lt    W.    M.    kaiiuajr    {Enf.*   i.-iii.,    '  liiatoiical    commenUir')*  g    G. 

HolfaDMB.  Vnkriilmlkum  im  Ctrintk  {iqf>l)  i  Clemen'i  Paulmi  (19041,1, 

yf.   4^-Sji  taa   Dolnchuii,    Un.    ppL    11  f.  i  C   Mumincer,   Pxuiui  im 

XahmtA.  ivnr    H'tfT  mm    I'lriiiKittiin   A   t/rrknilntli-m  (igaj)'  t  W. 

Utlpfl,  Fmkeitifridi^  uh4  SikteannitUttr  in  AWn/J  \BPT.  xii.  3,  1908)1 

K.  Scott,  Zb  Pauiim  Efvillti  {1909).  61-95. 

9  I.  Oullint  of  th*  torrtspondente. — PsuVs  correspondence 
•ith  the  Chnstions  of  Corinth,  so  fai  as  traces  of  it  arc  extant, 
ladnded  four  letters  from  him.  {a)  The  earliest  (t  Co  $*  iypa^-n 
ifSr  ff  TJ  AmrroXj  ^ii  owarofttYvuvS^  ir4pin>it  ktX.)  has  not 
been  pnterved,  unless,  as  is  very  protjable,  i  Co  6**-j^  is  one 
faigawnt  of  iL  This  letter  must  have  been  written  after  Ac  i8'* 
and  prior  lo  (i)  t  Cor,  which  vms  sent  (possibly  bjr  Titus  among 
Olbcn;  cp.  Lightroot's  Biblkiil  Eaayt,  18  ■  f.)  from  Ephesus 
fl^M.  i»^  during  the  period  of  Ac  i9'-Jo',  in  reply  to  a  com- 
■onicatMn,  conveyed  perhaps  >  by  Stephanus,  Foriunatus,  and 
Aduictn  (1  Co  t6<'->*],  from  the  Corinthian  Christians  tbem- 
•dva  (1   Co  7'  irepi  Si  ur  lypii^ri).    The  subsequent  visit 

K^Bred  10  in  4'*""  (JXnVopii  Si  raj^iux  irp^  jywt  .    .    .    Iv  pafilu 

'  K«l  Momatikr,  bowcirvr.     Tboe  laai  may  hsTt  oatiK  independently 
'  la  Afeut/tArt./triieuiuke  TieWtgie,  1S9J,  iljC). 
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fAAu;  q).  ii**  t6^  was  probnbly  paid;  at  least  this  ii  a  Mr 
infetencc  from  the  language  of  i  C^  i'  1 1'*  (iSoC  rpiVoi-  toSto 
jroifirac  «x"  <A^''<'>  cp.  13').  After  this  brief,  disciplinary  risit 
he  icturned  to  Ephesus,  saddened  and  boiRed  (i  Co  a*^).  But 
what  he  had  been  unable  (a  Co  10"  11")  to  effect  personally, 
he  tried  to  carry  out  by  means  of  (r)  a  letter  (2*  7*)  written  it 
iroAAijt  AXi'^tut  "ai  <rwo}^  Kap&ias  &a  iroAAov  SoKptW,  and 
preserved  in  part  in  a  Co  lo'-ij"*.  It  was  evidently  carried  by 
Titus  (i  Co  1"  J*-  "■••)■  Finally,  in  a  fourth  letter  (i/),  written 
ftom  Macedonia  shortly  after  he  had  le(^  Ephesus  to  meet  Titus 
on  his  return  journey  from  Corinth,  Paul  (1  Co  1-9)  rejoices 
over  the  good  news  which  his  envoy  had  brought,  and  seeks  to 
bury  the  whole  conlTOversy.  Titus  and  two  other  brothers 
(a  Co  8'^**)  carry  this  ircnicon  to  Cotinih,  and  Paul  promise* 
to  follow  before  long  (i  Co  9*,  cp.  Ac  10'). 

HicKantlneMorthediiUupon  tha  vlsiis,  not  onljrur  Paul  boi  ofTitua  u»d 
Timolheiu  lo  Corinth,  icndcn  i(  almosi  imponible  to  leconitnicl  uiy  Khenw 
of  emits  which  it  not  more  or  leu  hypoilieiioil  ■(  ■mrioui  points.  Forihe 
moTcnKnlt  of  T«u«  nnd  Tiinfiihcui,  nee  l.lthlfnot'i  fiHtir^  Ettt^t,  tJi  t  ; 
Schmiedel.Sif.,  167-1691  .^.  Robcrlscm  (/)£.  L  491-49}),  Rendall (4r-4a^ 
ihc  uticlei  on  bwh  tacQ  In  Huiingi'  OS.  (Lock)  ind  SSi,  (die  |niiii« 
wrilci),  and  Kennedy  (^.  dt,  pp.  69-77,  itsf.).  Thu  Tlliu  htd  U  tout 
twomituoiu  loCorinih  is  more  than  probable,  Much  depends  on  whether 
he  i*  mndo  the  beuei  of  1  Co  and  1  Co  l»-l},  and  whetlici  iht  mitaion  of 
a  Co  la"  U  identified  with  the  former  viut. 

The  (ireciic  dxiet  uf  the  vaiiout  Iciicrt  vary  wiih  the  chronological  Mheme* 
(iMabove,  pp.  61-63):  all  thai  can  licRaed,  wiih  anyap[iii>iimale  atcuiacy,  U 
thdi  relative  Older.  Satalier'i  Bcheme  (which  issubiiiiiniiBlly  thai  of  Clemen] 
i»— 1)ie  klt«T of  t  Co  5*  =  end  of  55;  1  Co-tpcing  of  j6  i  iotennediaie  viat 
sautumn  of  56:  inicrmediate  letter  =  ipiing  of  57:  1  CoBaulnmn  of  57. 
Zahn'a arranpmenl  ia— the  Icitct  of  1  Cu  J*  =  eDd  of  {6  (w  begin,  of  57); 
I  Cos tprinc  0(57;  a  Co  =  (Nov.  Dk.)  57.  .Mo*t  (r.f.  Baur,  Kenan,  Wtaa, 
L<);hifooi,  Plummer,  Barth,  Fami)  sidi  put  boih  forward  inio  A.11.  57-58 
(Alfoid s  J7).  Other*,  how«vsr,  throw  (hem  l>ack  into  J4-5S  (Rtoda)))  er 
even  54  (Bacon),  llamack  into  5}  I51},  and  McGiflen  into  51-53.  As  lot 
t  Co,  T.  C  Edwards  choows  ih«  ipfing  of  57  i  Bachtnann  (cp.  his  diicwMlon 
of  the  date,  pi>-  4tiof-),  like  Kindlay,  anioni;  r rem i  edit ura.  the  tprinKof  S6(aa 
Julichet,  Belaci,  Kamay)i  Coud|{c-lbe  ipiing  of  55  (soC.  II.  Turner,  DS, 
L  414);  Ramsay  =  auluinn  (October)  of  55.  The  alhiiiona  lo  Apollosfi  Co 
16)  ahow  thai  t  Co  wa*  not  written  till  after  the  peiiod  of  Ac  19"',  and  the 
retnaik  uf  1  Co  lO'setreaaaa  fntthti  Ur*jiHiii  aJ  ftun  for  the  compodiion  of  ^ 
the  letter  wilhin  wlulevet  )tai  1«  tekcled.  ^ 

{  3.  Tit  unr*eorded  Ittttr. — Our  canonical  First  Corinthians 
was  not  the  first  written  communicaiion  which  passed  between 
Paul  and  the  church  of  Corinth.     In  it  he  alludes  (5*)  to  « 
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previous  letter  in  which,  among  other  things*  perhaps,  he  had 
cbargcd  lh«m  to  withdraw  fioni  Kocial  intercourse  with  openly 
immonl  members  of  the  church — a  counsel  which  they  had 
mtanierprrird.  When  and  why  this  letter  wu  written,  remains 
a  tnatter  tor  conjecture.  Evidently  it  soon  peri.thed,  for 
Oemcnt  of  Rome  (xlvii.  t)  Itno*s  nothing  of  it. 

!■  ^fjfa/o,  u  (b«  cDiilMt  thoui,  unnot  lie  lh«  «piAo1ftry  noritl  [u  in 
9^*).  Todtln*  ir  ry  trianAf,  n  Blm  propuMi  (AA'Tl  x.  i.  6o(.),  in  order 
to  wmU  ibc  neeemtf  tit  UBuminG  ttwi  a  iSiullne  Iclta  wu  lo«,  \%  JuMlfied 
litbw  hf  conaidcimtiont  of  itiylhm  nor  bjp  the  appuenl  >)umc«  oi  Ihe  urordt 
fan  the  icU  o(  CtiiyiMbiR).  H«d  an  editor  vtihcd  to  rniiihiiiin?  the  Ua 
Ihu  Paul  «w  alluding  lo  ihe  present  Ictlct,  he  would  have  wiiiim  ir  ta.6rt 
Tf  twnmiij.  The  uM  of  the  \ilnni  in  i  G)  lo"~"  it  Icul  corroboralM  tlu 
inbrcnee  from  i  Co  ;'  Ihu  the  cuioniol  Firai  Coilnthiant  win  not  !h«  ont) 
letter  which  had  been  trat  from  Paul  la  ihe  local  church,  mil  ihe  conicil  ol 
tb*  ktin  p>i>t|ce  indkate*  that  the  unrecorded  lelter  would  (aiily  be  (tckooed 
anoag  (be  fitftai  *•(  lajvpsi  /rivraXoi. 

i  3.  The  first  l<anoauaI)  efistie. — The  construction  of  i  Co  is 
simple  and  its  course  is  slraightronrord.  The  Corinthian  or 
nthcr  the  Achaion  ChristiiinK  were  confronted  with  b  series  of 
problems,  aiisiog  mainly  from  tlielr  social  and  civic  relationships, 
which  vctc  forced  upon  them  as  they  realised  that  Christianity 
meant  not  a  mere  ethical  reform,  but  an  absolutely  new  principle 
and  standard  of  morality.  These  problems  Paul  discusses 
Mtiatim.  The  question  of  the  diijucs  is  first  uken  up  (1*°- 
4"),  because  it  formed  the  most  recent  news  received  by  the 
writer.  After  handting  this  ecclesiastical  abuse,  he  passes  to  a 
question  of  incest  {s''"))  and  thence  t  to  the  problem  of  litiga- 
tion  between  Christians  in  pagan  courts  (6'»^),  finally  J  turning 
back  to  the  topic  of  fornication  (6'*»).  He  then  (7>  w*pX  81  &• 
hfpm^n)  takes  up  the  various  points  on  which  the  Corinthians 
had  consulted  him  in  their  letter,  one  after  another:  maniage 
u>d  its  problems  (w<^i  H  rwf  wapSiviov,  1^),  including  celibacy 
(J***),  the  wisdom  or  legitimacy  of  using  foods  offered  to  idoU 
{wifH  ti  ri»  «i&i>\oA'r<(iv,  S*-)!*),  and  public  worship  and  its 
ptoUeros — including  rules  for  women  (ti*-''),  Ihe  administration 

'  An  aBiMiVieeineai  of  litmcxc  vhixi    A  word  on  Ihe  collection  (16')? 

t  Hie  tnmdoa  b  mediated  pin)]'  by  Ihe  riouble  Knsc  o{/uj£t  in  5^  o*", 
fWlly  hy  the  hcl  ihat  the  icisiuli.i  about  ihe  outudc  world  (5'°'-)  would 
MSmlljp  ti^gat  anothei  and  ■  cognate  aspect  of  the  lubjein. 

;  Tba  pin  of  ihe  Corinlhiuni  tjuoied  in  6'*  {all  lAin^  art  larrful  ftr  mt) 
(orwaid  Paars  wariilni;  ugajnsl  ethical  tophiitiy  in  if  {St  mt  liutittiH. 
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of  the  Lord's  Supper  (i  I  "'^),  snd  the  spiritual  gUta  (npi  Si  rir 
rvtv/wTuii',  ii'-i4*'').  Finally,  in  reply  to  some  Chrisuam 
whose  Hellenic  prejudices  cast  doubt  upon  the  possibility  oft 
bodily  resuireci ion  Tor  the  dead  saints,  Paul  argues*  thai  such 
a  rejection  of  the  rcsuricction  of  the  dead  implied  the  rejection 
of  that  historicjil  resurrection  of  Christ  (15'"'*),  which  not  only 
i.-i  the  suuTue  aitd  staple  of  the  aponcotic  preaching,  but  also 
(15*0^)  the  pivot  of  the  Christian  eschatologicaJ  hope,  and  ttie 
only  explanation  of  coniemporor^-  Christian  conduct  {15"""). 
He  tlien  gives  a  positive  account  of  the  resurrection  body 
(i5"-'*).  A  brief  paragraph  follows  on  the  coUeoiion  for  tltc 
poor  saints  of  JeTusulem  (irip!  hi  r^f  \oyia%  16''*),  after  which 
the  letter  closes  (16*-"),  as  it  had  opened  (i'*),  with  personal 
dcUuls  {vfpl  Si  'AiroUtiJ,  16")  and  injunctions. 


i 


(«)  The  contenU  ot  th«  cpisilc  prncni  levctiJ  praUemi  of  hlttorioU  and 
theological  icn)ioilaiicr,  vii.,  ihc  puilici  in  llie  local  churcli,  (he  man  and  hia 
mud  01  duu^htei  (7"'"),  the  lurtiulvc  of  the  Lotd't  Supper,  (he  elotsolalk, 
and  the  orgumeQl  upon  the  remineclion.t  But  comporalivtly  tew  pioblcnu 
of  lilcnty  ctilicium  uie  iiUrted.  Ocosiuiially  ihc  mdrr  can  dclnl  tchon 
ol  wluil  ihe  Corinlhiuns  hod  wrilten  In  their  Idler.  Thiu  Paul  lakes  up  nuw 
uid  then  phniitcs  of  Ihcin  as  1  IckI  or  pivul  for  wbil  he  ha>  to  ny  [  e^. 
rAna  fioi  /iiiiri*  (6'^  ii  pp^ifuiTa  r$  aoiMf  lal  4  •oiUa  rsti  pfAfttttr  (6"). 
rirrti  yti.viw  Ix^iur  {V),  atU'  (ISuAw  O  ({ofiv,  nMtii  Siit  ftrpn  tl  j>t  dt 
(S*),  wim  111"!'  [lo"),  ititnt>t  rtipiif  att  Itrw  (15",  qj.  Ij").  Fiatlicr 
olleini'itt  ici  rccontlruct  ihia  letlcr  are  ms,de  liy  I^wtn  [St,  Pjh/,  I.  3S6),  Lock 
(£jc/.'vi.  117  f.).  Fbdlny  [£iif.*i.  401  (.),  and  P.  EwalJ  \Ntin  Jakrk.  f. 
ietittti*  TknUfit,  1894.  i9(-io5l.  M 

(4)  Tlie  longuafle  of  4"  (liii  wtfHi^tOipiMn.  r«0  (Jf/iov  tftrifitiiu*,  xApnir  | 
Tfflin\iia)  ii  drawn  from  the  liies  of  Ihc  Thargelia  (cp.  Uienet  in  SBA  If. 
cnxvii.  IJ9  U),  In  which  only  ilieolT-tcouringtoflmniaiiii)' played  ths  tOteof 
victinu,  and  j"  (r^  rno^y  itTfli  tvrtftttir)  tocalU  Ihe  well-known  layliif  oX 
the  Atukar-cyctc,  A//  (tm,  dtnel  ntn  tat  iriaJun'/A  a  tkamtttti  *Mn(cpbEp. 
ArfatM^  141).  If  9'°''  U  a  citation,  it  nuy  be  fconi  tlic  laiiie  tiouicc  at  a* 
(ie«  above,  p^  31).  The  ute  oi  written  evingclic  waicct  hu  been  <cn- 
jectuietlio  li™-<«.f.  hy  Ketch,  Agrafhs,  105  f.,  lyUf.  ;  TU.  1^  %.  tr^-^ii). 
and  in  IS*"*  (<^.  by  Bruidi,  Meang.  CtuAulUt,  414  (.};  and  cnc  ot  two 
\TLZ.,    1900,  661)  Philontc  echoet  are   heard,  t^.,  in  ^  <cp.  PhQo, 


I 


*Cpi.  van  Veen,  EtegtiiuA-MtiitM  eudmttt  naar  1  C*  tf^liijo). 
It  is  poinble,  thonfib  there  ii  no  iiac«  of  it  in  the  conleii.  that  th.  ij  wa* 
occa^oned  liy  new*  of  ao«ne  local  difficuliin  and  dvutti  it  Gitinib.  The 
connoctioo  of  16"^  with  14*"'  ii  loeiciUy  dote,  bat  Ulien  ue  not  written  by 
logic,  aod  there  !■  no  rraton  to  aiupecl  that  1 5  wai  lubtrqueiitly  miertcd. 

t  The  Oiriiiiani  at  Corinth  >ad  in  Achain.  unlike  thi>ie  at  Theoalontka, 
■vrc  free  bum  (leneculion  at  this  petiod :  Ilicii  iiuutilo  ucie  intenul 
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*"«■*.  9,  «e.}.  3"  (cp.  Aha  Epicl.  il.   15.  8-9l.'  8«   15*  14"  (=■* 
dttatf*,  IDSK  ■"■■)  tiic  eicEciiul  principle  in  <f-  [cp.  I*hi1a,  ob  lywr.  A];. 

I  4.  lis  ttmfturt. — The  evenness  of  style  and  ihe  genuine 
^MBtoIaiy  slatnp  of  the  ledcr  ate  so  well  marked  that,  in  spite  ol 
Kabisch's  hesitation  (i/i>  Euhaii>logit  d4t  PmuIus,  pp.  31  f.),  its 
snitx  hudiy  requires  detailed  proof.  I'hc  most  drastic  hypo- 
theses to  ihe  contrary  have  beeti  Tuniished  by  H&gge  and 
"Viilter  (Paului  it.  tfite  BrUJe,  pp.  i-73,  100-134,  superseding 
is  cat licr  essays).  The  former  distinguishes  three  epistles:  A| 
,!-•  ,,««  ,i_8"  9i«-ii>  ia-14  16'*  V*'  US'*"'  »•;  B,  in 
,»_^u.«  ,  Co  io>-ii*  I  Co  15,  3  Co  ti*''  I  Co?'-",  a  Co 
i|T-ia*"  I  Co  5-6,  2  Co  13'-"  I  Co  le^a'-;  and  C,  in  a  Co  1-7. 
9-  13"".  while  I  Co  8  is  taken  as  a  separate  note  written  by 
e  non- Macedonian  church  along  with  I'aul. 

Volici'i  ■nalrni  duiirvguiihei  an  original  t|M»IIe  in  l-a*  3'*-  "*  4'""' 
•i-<.»'l*  .)■«.>■■•  gi-tk  *■■  T<ii  ^i-u.  ia>3ua  lan*  iji.  iva.  la^u  ,gi-ii.  >*4i 

Xf^-  »■»  I  s'*  ^^  »■"■  "*■"■  "^  "-»•■  •'-"  16,  lo  whkh  a  lalci  editor  t  hw 
KCiioni  caouiain)[  more  developed  ideas  of  the  penon  «l  Chriii,  the 
.menii,  jntlkalicei,  and  to  Tonh.  Plerson  and  Naher,  *«  u«ub1,  diicuvcr 
fniPDcnU  of  Jcwiih  and  of  wcondceniui)'  Chtiilian  ori|[in  \ytri- 
Mtmtihm,  pft.  SO  f-)>  for  which  Ilie  curioua  may  consult  their  pages  aad  thOK 
«(  Liaoo  (flur/iu  AtUiff^Hnm,  Eia  Btitrag  tmr  Atuligtmg  d.  trjttn  vur 
AV-  ''-  '  KfriHlktrirufil.  t894)- 

Such  wholesale  theories  hardly  merit  even  a  bare  chronicle, 
but  it  is  a  legitimate  %  hypothesis  that  small  passages  here  and 
theft  may  hare  been  interpolated,  creeping  in  from  their  position 
as  matgiiul  glosses,  or  being  inserted  by  editors  to  smooth  otit 
or  lupplement  ihe  text.    Such,  €^.,  are : 

tyii  ti  X^i«T«f  1 1 ",  *a  Bruina  ond  Heinrici ;  Rhijn  conjceturM  Kplvrav )), 
9»«  (Sduniedcl,  i^.  145-146).  h""-"  W  (Slraalman,  |>p.  134-138; 
HobUn.  dai  £tinig.  J\im/.   i.   493  f. ;  Schmitdd,  Ulteenreld,  Micheben, 

*  Adioc^  ollict  striking  paialleli  with  Epiclttut,  cp.  6<*=:iv.  1  (one  of  the 
Ir^iMtitStaeallaiKhMlnl'aul),  T^^ili.  U,  I4*'  =  lii.  33  (a^ru  rpiJ^aX^r 
Mta  ri  tti^Ttr  kOmA],  I5"=iii.  34-93- 

tOt  c<lJlor»i  foe  lo"'"  and  ii"-**ecm  to  V6tter  to  repreaent  divergeni 
liewtot  iba  Latd't  Supper,  as  do  3"""  and  is*'*etc,  ot  eicliatology  (pp. 
131 1). 

{Ffodlay  {SCT.  B.  p.  7S4]  admiit  thii  aa  an  'abMraci  poonbUi^,' 
lba«|h  he  ladi  none  of  the  instances  proven.  For  the  laller,  im  Bnalna 
(7T.,  189a,  pp.  381  f.,471  i).  R.  Scoll  detect*  in  l"+t6'»-"  J**-"  aod 
tj***  iwtwpohtioM  ptotitbly  by  Silat,  ihe  Kcnetal  editor  of  tlie  whole  corre- 
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rfleidncn  t/rt.\.  IIQ  n.,  Baljon,  Mofhll:  ffJVT.^f.  tjo.  6aj-6a8'.  Itcinixi 
snd  nmisvl:  pp.  tti-iH  =  iv.***),'  and  (he  ciccclical  glon  in  IJ** 
(Sinutroan,  Volter.  Sehmieild.  von  Sodcn :  J'lZ.,  1895.   •»9:  Htinrid. 

Drumincind,  Mofrui.J.  Weiw,  Sfifnigt  mr  f^au/.  A'it/e'ii,  fJO;  U.  DibcUai, 
iA>  CtiifiravU  im  GUubiit  Jii  Failm,  1909,  1 16-1 17). 

Much  Ins  ptobnble  ia  the  «xciiion  oF  1^  {vtt  above,  p.  19)  u  an  edilotui 
aildliiun,  of  i'  u  a  ctoi*  (Michclten  1  icfuted  hf  Baljon,  j>^.  nV.  pp.  40  f.K 
01  I"  (HoUlcn,  rfiii  EvaHg.  Paul.  \.  461;  V«Um,  i).  «r  j**"  (Btumi, 
TT.,  itl93, 407  [.  1  Vdtn),  or  3"  (Michf lifD  ;  but  see  Baljun,  pp.  4$-49)i  m 
7"**  (Sliaalinan,  Ualjon),  01  11"  (Stnatinan,  Holxcn,  Baljon),  or  11**'' 
(Slnatman,  pp.  38  f.  :  Bmini,  p.  3991  Votict,  pp.41  f.).  or  13'*^(Straatinan 
pp.  87f. ;  Vdlicr,  p,  55),  or  iS*"tMichcl»en,  TT.,  1S77.  pp.  alj  f.  ;  Bruiai, 
pp.  391  I. ;  Vtilicr,  pp.  64  f.  :  but  cp.  lUljan,  pp.  109  f.,  and  Schmiedel,  pp^ 
19s  f.l,  ot  15**  (VoIim),  01 1  j"  (Sinutm. .  Volier),  of  i6"  (a  /ewUb  Chrutian 
gloM :  Bruint ;  Kuvtn,  INT.  p.  37 ;  Baljon,  pp.  1 34  f. ;  Holtlen) — (o  dmm 
only  lome  of  the  iiupeclcd  Iciu.  For  the  tbiiou)  conjcctuict  of  a  matghnl 
glou  in  4*,  seie  Clemrn'i  Einktit,  p.  30 ;  Batjon,  pp.  49-Si ;  iroa  Maaen't 
Paul.  lU.  iSS-i89,  and  llrlnhci't  note;  ihe  f»iie«l  vcrtlicl  It  Clrmen't  "ci 
lileibi  alia  nur  utniE,  hiei  &hfll3tli  wle  I'em  Apokr^-phon  angefuhn  lU  Kiwn, 
wodiirch  akh  vittleichi  auch  die  Unft«nliril  in  det  Komiructton  eTlEUrt."t 
The  iraiupuilion  of  14**'**  10  a  place  after  14'  (w  I)  E  F  G,  9J,  d  •  f  (, 
cW.)  ii  plttuiible,  thai  of  7"""  to  between  7"  and  8'  (Bcga)  »  unconvindig. 
In  tlie  latici  cut,:  wbilc  7"  and  1*  cuiuicct  well,  the  *I  ^4  of  7"  does  not 
Iblloi*  7*  viih  wnythine  like  uiiojihncu  j  iu  pteaent  poi.liion  U  on  the 
whole  aa  lilcely  to  have  been  original  ai  any  oihei,— a  verdict  which  applies 
ftiM  to  16"  Itranafcticd  by  Hatcse  to  «  |iu*ilion  aft«r  S  Co  13"). 

%  3.  /A  attttlatioH. — Firtt  Corinlhinns  has  strong  and  earijr 
attestation  (cp.  Knowlitig's  Ttstimony  of  St.  Paul  lo  Chriit,  51  f.) 
in  Clement  or  Rome,  IgnatiuB,  and  Polykarp,  to  all  of  whom  it 
appeus  to  have  been  familiar.  The  ligure  of  the  bod/  uid  its 
memben  (ii'*- '*■•')  emerges  in  Clem,  Rom.  xxxviL  j,  while  the 
langnsge  and  idt^s  of  13*''  reappear  in  xlvi.  5  (iyilir^  irorra 
jv^](*rai,  muTo  pMnp^sttix.  KiX."),^  but  at  the  epistle  it  actuftlly 
tefened  to  ( 1  "■")  in  xlvii.  1  (JiMiAa^«T«  r^i-  imaniK^  roC  juucvfimi 
naivXAVTOvdirvoTiiXov.  f'nt(MiTt»ifur  in  ip\^Tvi  *(!Vff*ii.ioMiypo4i*rt  I 
lit'  iXifitia^  TvevfuiTu-ue  JiritrrtiAiv  iifiir  xtpi  iavrov  t<  mil  Ki;^  re 

*  lUchirnitck,  liu'  Ditiul  dir  Fran  >'w  </.  <nf<ir  Jakrk.  ikr  CkriiU. 
Kirtkf,  1901.  TO  t. 

t  lirtiintnn'*  roMon  for  rejeclinf-  any  hypolhotli  of  Inlerpotatloa  here 
1"  Voll  Tcntcheti  kdnnen  i>if  die  Slellc  nlcht,  eben  veil  wir  cincn  riiralbrlef 
inllmstet  Art  *or  una  haben  ")  ii  untrue  lo  the  chartclcf  of  I  Co. 

t  \Miil«  (hli  paaaagc  cannot  (a4,  f.^. ,  by  Sinatnutnand  B*1]on))iravl{^e<l 
lotbeKtiondceDtDry,  it  nay,  like  m"*',  belong  10 the  pre-ouvonical  epjtf le  to 
the  Corinth  iana 

S  On  ihe  frerdnm  with  which  Clenieol  really  piraphrata  Paul,  cp.  Weal 
cMt'i  Cmm>  ^  Ikt  NT.  pp.  49-50L 
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ml  AroXX^  M  tA  «ai  tA"*  KpmTiiXiir<tt  ifiat  niirot^irAu),  it  is 
wcdlos  lo  do  more  than  note  the  repeated  echoes  in  xxiv,  i 
OS**).  «"•  4-5  ('5*''*>.  w«viL  3  (15"),  ixxviit.  t  (16"),  xlvi.  7 
(6"*),  and  xlrUi.  j  (i***).*  The  use  of  the  epixtle  by  Igmtius 
it  cTcn  more  disiinet  and  copious ;  f^.  i"  -  PAi/.  viL  1  (to  wtC^a 
.  .  .  *4  KfVTtk  iXtyXfyt  ^*''*'  0*V  fXarairfli'  ovT*  ir<^i-M  .  .  .  oir* 
^M;i[oj  .  .  .  fiaaiXtiav  €>tov  nAipoMi^iTtreiwn)  With  3"  —  £fA, 
xvi.  I  (ftif  wXQ*ia94,  iitX^i  fitm'  ol  ntKiMpGvpoi  ffavi^uav  9cm>  o£ 
■Jligporo/iifiTOMTi)  and  PAit.  in.  3,  9"~^i>w.  vi.  i  (jcoA^r  ^01 
^retfortir  &«  li^ovv  Xpurrap  ^  ktX.),  jo*^^^  =  PAU.  IV.  i  (^&  -^^ 
vifii  Tou  KvpJov  ^wv  *Ii;ir<iC  Xptvrmi,  aai  tv  iroriifuoi-  •<«  Jrwtr  roS 
o^nt  uvTof),  Numerous  other  reminiscences  occur : 
£^A.  ix.  I  {kiSot  rooi^,  5* » ^1^^.  X  3  (ihe  old  and  evil  leaven), 
j"  —  Jtom.  iv,  3  {AirtXriSiptn  'I,  Xpvrrot),  9"  =  Trail,  xn.  3  (*r«  fii^ 
J&M<t>u>t  n'Hw),  \2^^~  Trait.  xL  >.  is"=£/A.  X.  1,  xx.  t,  i6"= 
£/*.  iL  »,  etc.  (cp.  J^TA.  pp.  64-67 :  "  Ignatius  must  have 
known  this  epistle  almost  by  heart").  Polykarp,  like  Clement, 
aauaUjr  quotes  the  epistle  (xi.  a,  aut  nescimus  quia  sancii 
mundutD  iudicabunt?  Sicut  Paulus  dfl<«i  =  &');  atone,  among 
the  apoMoUc  fathers,  he  uses  oUoSofKir,  a  favourite  teim  of  1  Cor., 
and  more  than  once  his  language  rcflecta  the  earlier  writing 
—t^.  m.  1-3=  is'*,  iv.  3  (o5t«  ti  rSm  Kpvwraiv  r^«  icaf>Suit)M  14*, 
».  3-6\  and  xi.  4  ■*  is"— though  his  employment  of  it  is  lest 
explicit  than  that  of  Ignatius.  No  itrem  can  be  laid  on  the 
occasional  coincidences  between  i  Cor.  and  Hermas  {Sim.  v,  rii. 
-3"-"%-*"'W<t(iv.  iv.  i-j  =  7"»-'<>).  aClem.  (vii.  i  - 9»'-»»,  ix.  3 
-3"  ^  Barnabas  (iv.  11,  vi.  11-  3'-  '••  '*),  or  the  DJdachfi 
(z.  6,  iMiAw  iH=<  16").  With  a  Cor,  it  appean  in  Marcion't 
Caiwn  and  in  the  Muratorian,  beiidrs  beting  used  by  the 
Ophite*  and  Basilides,  quoted  almost  verbally  in  Justin  (A'a/. 


znv. —  ii 


\M. 


tvhort.  xxxii.  —  la'-"*  etc.)  and  Diagnet.  v,  ("4") 
and  xii.  (  =  8'),  and  cited  by  Irenxust  (aJv.  Aaer.  iv.  37.  3  — 
10'**,  ».  36—  15****).  Athcnagoras  (dt  rtiurr.  mortis,  61  =  15"), 
Tenulban  (praittr.  ka*r.  wxrn.),  and  Oement  of  Alexandria 
[Patd.  i.  33,  etc).  Tertullian  once  (A  m«ito$.  3)  awens  that  it 
wat  written  about  one  hundred  and  tixty  yean  ago ;  although  his 
lugtiage  ia  looae,  it  proves,  as  Harnack  points  out,  that  by  the 

■  Cjx  STA.  4<^44,  «liac  the  occtiricnce  of  ihe  Mmr  i|u<)tiition  Id  I  Co 
l*«DdCfcm.  Roo.  itiiv.  %{,Mari.  Ptljk.  ii. ),  IstipUinedbjihc  indcpcndeat 
mof  a  (itc-Oiriiiikn  vkikc  (wo  abort,  p.  31). 

t  QMiDg  tlic  CTiUci  EcMliDoa;  afu  cUet. 
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1 16  THE  CORRESPONDEKCB  OP  PAUL 

beginning  of  ihe  third  century  an  inlere^i  wu  taken  bj  tamt 
Canhaginian  Christians  in  the  chronology  of  Paul's  leliers. 

§  6.  Tite  unrecorded  xiiiil. — Previous  to  the  comiK»ition 
I  Cor.,  Paul  <ioc9  not  seem  10  have  visited  Corinth  after  his 
lirst  misiion,  when  the  local  churches  were  founded  (Ac  tS''"]^! 
The  silence,  not  only  of  Acts  but  of  i  Cor.  itself,*  tells  against^ 
the  hypothesis  (/^.  of  Billroth,  Rcuss,  B.  Weiss,  Schmicdel :  5 1  f., 
Holtlen,  Denncy,  G,  G.  Findby,  and  Zahn)  thai  this  diflident 
and  successful  visit  (i  Co  >*)  was  followed  by  another,  prior  lo 
the  letter  of  1  Co  5*,  which  has  remained  unrecorded  (Alfoft), 
Lighlfoot,  Sanday,  VVaite,  and  Bcrnnrd,  after  Kloppcr  and 
Rflbiger;  cp,  Hilgenfcld  in  ZIVT.,  1888,  171  f.).  His  recent 
knowledge  of  ihe  church,  at  the  time  when  1  Cor.  was  composed, 
rested  on  information  given  him  by  ol  Ik  XAoijt  (1",  cp.  ;*  1  ■"X 
and  on  the  letter  forwarded  lo  him  by  the  church  itself  ( j') ;  ihe 
communications  between  himself  and  (he  Christians  of  Corinth, 
since  he  left,  had  been  entirely  epistolary  (5*).  The  sole  visit  im- 
plied in  1  Co  (cp.  3'  3*  1 1'}  is  that  which  led  to  the  establishment 
of  the  church ;  and,  although  Paul  may  have  mentioned  it  in  the 
letter  of  i  Co  5",  while  the  new  dcvi-Iopmcnts  drove  it  into  the  back- 
ground aficTwirds,  it  is  not  easy  to  suppose  that  i(  he  had  revisited 
the  church  during  (he  interval  he  would  have  spoken,  as  he  does 
in  t  Cor.,  about  his  personal  relations  with  the  local  Christians. 

While  1  Cor.  does  not  presuppose  a  second  vixii,  however,  i( 
foreshadows  one.  The  tone  of  1  Co  a'  (tK/ura  &i  ttiavr^  raWo, 
TO  ni]  iraXiv  ir  kvvy  wpAs  i-fuki  lX6tif),  where  irdXtv  most  naturally 
goes  closely  witli  Iv  Ai!ir^,  implies  that,  since  writing  i  Cor.  he 
had  paid  a  visit  which  left  painful  memorieE-t  The  Avm)  was 
not  the  deiMesMion  of  1  Co  i»;  i[  was  a  later  sorrow,  probably 
OCCa^ioncd  by  unworthy  members  of  the  churdi  itself,  but  we 
can  only  conjecture  (from  references  like  a  Co  la")  its  origin. 
Why  did  Paul  hurry  over  to  Corinth?  To  vindicate  in  person 
his  authority  against  the  machinations  of  Judaistic  agitators 
who  had  been  discrediting  his  gospel  and  his  character?  To 
aiforce  the  discipline  of  the  irKestuous  person  (i  Co  5*),  which 
the  local  Christians  were  perhaps  unwilling  to  carry  through? 

I  Or  to  maintain  discipline  more  generally  (cp,  a  Co  is")?  The 
choice  probably  lies  among  the  two  latter;  the  occasion  of 
: 


*  I  Co  16*  cuinol  lie  prcued  iolo  the  npporl  of  thU  vl«w,  tct  tfn  polnll 
forwwd,  not  tmcVwBid. 

t  So  laiiattXy  Brlwr(70.,  lS94>  17-47). 
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(he  fjtit  wu  moral  laxity  rather  than  the  emergence  or  cliques 
in  the  local  church.  This  view  is  almost  necessary  when 
ihe  intemicdiate  visit  is  pluced  prior  10  the  letter  of  1  Co  5*, 
bat  it  fits  in  with  Ihe  theory  which  inserts  that  visit  between 
I  Cor.  and  the  intennedinte  letter,  although  our  Inck  or  inrorma- 
tion  about  the  origin  of  the  cliques  at  Corinth  prevents  any 
reconstruction  from  being  more  than  hypothetical. 

Grammatically,  the  language  of  1  Co  12"  and  13'  might  be 
taken  to  denote  not  his  actual  visit,  but  simply  hb  inien- 
tionf  (so  t.g.  Patc>-,  Baur,  de  Wette,  Davidson,  Hilgcnfcid, 
Renan,  Farnr,  Ramsay,  O.  H.  Giibett :  Stidtnt's  Life  0/  /'auf, 
pf.  160  f.,  Robertson),  The  context  and  aim  of  the  epistle 
most  decide,  aT>d  the  evidence  Kecmx  strongly  in  bvoui  of  the 
fanner  view.  Against  people  who  suspected  his  consistency  and 
goodwill,  it  would  have  been  of  little  use  to  plead  that  he  had 
honestly  intended  to  come,  that  he  had  been  quite  ready  to  visit 
Aem.  Hia  actions,  not  his  wishes,  nere  the  linal  proof 
desiderated  by  the  Corinthians,  and  the  passages  in  question 
(cp.  13*  where  vapiiv  ro  Scvripov  us!  Jirwf  nv  answers  to  th  ri 
wuXty)  gain  immensely  in  aptness  when  they  arc  taken  to  imply 
that  Paul  was  on  the  point  of  jiaying  a  third  visit  in  person. 

Id  any  case  the  key  to  2  Cor.  is  not  so  much  its  alTinity  of 
style  and  language  to  1  Cor.  as  the  change  which  has  come  over 
the  situation.  New  elements  of  strain  have  entered  into  the 
relations  between  Paul  and  the  church,  and  one  of  these,  which 
lies  on  the  face  of  i  Cot.,  is  a  suspicion  of  his  character.  This 
■IS  occasioned,  among  other  things,  by  an  alteration  which  he 
had  felt  himself  obliged  to  make  in  his  plans  for  revisiting  the 
cburch.  The  details  of  this  new  situation,  so  far  as  they  can  be 
made  out,  are  one  of  the  main  proofs  for  the  thesis  that  2  Cor. 
onnot  be  explair>cd  simply  out  of  i  Cor. 

la  I  Co  16"  P«bI  prMniie*  to  p>y  ihcm  wha<  he  hopn  will  be  a  [on|; 
lirit,  on  hi(  way  toulh  fmta  Macedonia.  At  pteicni  (A^i),  he  would  nnly 
hsTE  time  fat  a  Aying  riiii  (ir  so^Uy]  i  bciidei,  the  prcuuce  of  woik  it 
Epbeui  will  liTcp  him  ilicrt  oil  fcntccotl.  The  ciUiral  tide  or  matlrri  »t 
CeviMli  (breed  hiia,  howcrct,  to  pay  ■  rapid  litit.  Whca  he  write*  the 
iaHs«De£Mc  leittf,  h«  iniiciiMla  >  tliiid  viiii,  but  layt  nothing  «l«ul  its 
teails,  eaecpl  to  [«ijtr*i  that  he  woulil  tiki'  no  money  for  his  tuppoit  (■)'"')• 
tnd  thkt  be  oovld  be  ai  itrici,  if  ncCHUiy,  w  on  hit  lecond  iliKiplinary  tiiii 
lijF)*     Bnt  cither  in  Ibc  lotl  part  of  thii  Icder,*  or  more  probably  orally  (on 

*  Tlie  y^i^wtr  of  l"  it  often  lucd  to  support  this  view  1  tut  It  may  quit* 
•dl  refer  tiopt;  t«  ibe  pmcr.i  letter. 
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Iheooouionofhurapiilaiiiii  Konis,  Z(tT.,  1697.  pp>  SajT.).  he  nudtu 
led  ihe  CnHnihUni  lo  btlicvi  that  mi  Ihit  ocntion  h«  irouM  pMi  ihrough 
Cotitith  an  hit  way  10  Macedonia,  uid  then  iclum  10  Corinih  on  his  wtj  to 
Judan  (I  Co  i'"- 1  hU  tleitinaiion  is  now  more  definite  thiu  irhen  he  wrale 
I  Co  16'  ci  iir  ropi-iutiai).  It  wM  hin  dcwite  (hut  to  |^v«  them  the  bmelit 
of  a  double  viiit  (Sn/rtpat  xii-P")'*  C)cum>unMi,  however,  led  htm  to  alter 
hit  plant.  Initead  of  nouing  to  Corinth,  in  the  wake  of  Tilut,  he  hurried 
anxloiuly  to  mert  the  latter  on  hi*  return  journey  (1  Co  1"^)  via  MacoJonU, 
and  1  Co  t"-]**  i>  hia  nplanaljon  of  the  rcuoni  which  led  to  thii  change  of 
jiUn.  Hedefendihiiniittf  againii  any  suipicion  of  iniinecrily,  eipUIning  that 
he  could  not  iruit  hinitelf  to  come  at  once  to  Ihcm  under  the  circumitanca : 
he  could  not  have  ituied  them  (3  Co  l",  an  allmion  to  IJ*),  uid  it  wu 
kinder  to  kcr|i  away.  Thi*  implio)  that  the  Cotinihiani  had  honi  not  only 
of  the  promited  double  vUll  but  of  lit  abandon mcnt.t  and  that  therefore  they 
auspected  him  of  Aa^pJa,  If  he  wu  not  coming  at  all,  they  argued,  he  had 
crown  indilTcient  to  (hem  ;  *nd  even  If  he  m*  taWinc  the  round-about  nute 
m  Macedonia,  he  had  broken  hii  promise  to  take  them  lirrt. 

The  competing  view  that  the  plan  sulhcirited  in  1  Co  i'"-  waa  hit  oti^Ubt 
idea,  ami  that  1  Co  t6"'  tepreaentt  (he  change  which  the  autplclotu  Corlmhiana 
miibleiprcied  to  hit  diKicdit,  rcndi  into  the  latter  posmge  a  mttive  which  b 
not  there,  and  hilt  to  account  for  the  feu  of  Xi>int  which  (aocording  10 
3  Co  t*-3*)  waa  hi*  >e^  motive  for  altering  the  programme  (Cp.  Schmiwlel, 
p.  '69).     The  change  of  plan  therefore  Calls  later  than  the  dispatch  of  t  Co*. 

K.  Hou(ZyH'.,  190],  16S-370)  arguct  it  wu  by  hit  aecond  viut  IhU 
I'aul  pioclically  altered  the  programme  of  t  Co  16*'.  He  meant  then  to  go 
on  to  Macedonia  and  retiirn  to  Corinth,  but  the  local  Itoubia  in  the  l«.ttet 
church  drove  him  cither  tiraighl  bdck  to  K|)he«ua,  ot,  more  probably,  on  fin< 
of  all  to  Macedonia,  where  the  receipt  of  hid  news  (z  Co  1")  inade  him 
abuidoD  any  thought  of  retom  in  the  meantime,  and  forced  hira  b*ck  tft 
Epheiui-  In  1  Co  i"*'  ho  JuitifiM  thia  oourie  of  action.  Tb«  ibMfjr  b 
plaunble,  and  would  be  (Irenglhened  by  Krenkel'a  view  that  f^Mtfai  b 
Bcoerally  used  in  the  icnie  of  'return'  by  Paul,  ai  by  other  Gie<k  wtitcr* 
<pp.  WMt). 

Ltilte  was  as  indifTerent  to  the  subsequent  relations  of  Paul 
with  the  Corinthian  as  with  the  Thes&alonian  Christians,  but  the 
lacaneeof  hit  outline  in  Ac  18-19  are  not  nerioutly  felt  until  we 
pan  from  1  Cor.  to  2  Cor.    The  latter  writing  presupposes  a 

*  On  thi*  view  Jevr/fa*  lefen  to  the  return  vliit  on  thi«  tour,  not  to  the 
leeond  of  hi*  three  ntiu  (11"  13').  the  eoi  clauses  being  epciegclic  of  x^'- 
The  variant  X"!^'  cotitspands  excellently  to  I**  (cvrrpy*!  iefitr  rijt  XV"' 
ifS/r),  but  may  have  lireii  inlniduccd  from  that  very  f<**i<ee^ 

t  llalmel(Z>«r^iiHi/<  A'w.  Srie/.  48 f.),  Dr.  Kennedy  (y,  til.  pp.  34  f.), 
and  Plummer  all  deny  ihia :  bat  the  pauage  (i  Co  ■■*''*|*e«msdc|>rir«d  of  in 
fMc«  if  it  la  reduced  to  a  deleiwe  a|>atiul  the  charge  of  na^fU,  on  the  ground 
(bat  he  nally  wanted  to  viiit  them  "  if  only  he  could  do  10  u-ilhou(  having  to 
«sercise  severity,"  or  that  he  had  nmply  ilvtayad  to  pay  hU  promlacd  vWt  ai 
he  had  intended. 
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Stormy  inierludc,  upon  which  Acts  throws  no  light  and  i  Cor. 
very  little;  the  patiiful  siEuaiion  has  to  be  reconstrucied  from 
allusions  in  s  Cor.  itself.  Either  Luke  was  ignorant  of  the 
details  or,  as  it  more  likely,  he  chose  to  {miks  over  so  iinedifying 
and  dbcreditablc  »  local  episode.  In  any  case  it  did  not  come 
within  ibe  scope  of  his  work  to  sketch  the  development  of  the 
Gentile  Oiriaiian  churches  founded  by  the  apostle  Paul,  or  to 
dtfooidc  every  later  visit  paid  by  the  missioncrs  to  a  church. 

87.  Tie  inltrmtdiale  teltrr  {=  a  Co  10' -13"),— From  this 
■wisit  Paul  returned  to  Ephesus,  saddened  and  baffled  (j  Co  i"'-). 
YIts  mission  hod  been  fruitless  and  unpleasant.  /  dtddtdy  he 
CeUt  the  Corinthians,  that  I  would  nai  visit  you  again  in  sorrvtt' ; 
iaftead  of  a  visit,  which  would  have  only  led  to  pain,  /arrvU  to 
jMtt  out  a/  mufk  Jislrat  and  misery  of  heart  wilh  many  ttart 
(3*  7*).  This  distress  and  passion  made  Paul's  letter  so  sarcastic 
^nd  severe  that  the  recollection  of  the  language  he  had  used 
Attennrds caused  him  some  qualms  of  conscience(i*'-),  although 
its  threats  and  appeals  were  intended  to  Inncc  a  tumour. 

%       UnkN  Ihii  ktttt  hu  been  Ion,*  like  the  fltH  one  leni  b;  Paul  ta  COrintb, 

It  nitM  be  identified  dlbo  (a)  wilh  i  Corinthians  or  (J)  with  i  Co  10-13. 

The  fonner  (a)  bypothniit  turtly  lirmkt  down  wlicn  I  Cn.  it  campu«d  with 

aliC  objKt  «f  the  intetmrdiUe  ktler  u  defined  in  I  Co  l'"-  >^  7'^,     Even 

■nefa  paSMCts  ID  t  Cor.  u  ribnic  with  irony  and  psLuion  \,t.g.   4"-  '*'■)  sie 

aiot  only  b*dtqu*t«  to  account  fur  t^ul's   aii^irty  ilioui  the  pain  he  had 

ca4B(d  lib  friendi,  bat  alio  too  few  uid  too  little  characlciinlic  of  the 

«piBIIe  ai  a  whole  to  be  reipudn)  as  likely  to  iiamp  themKtrei  tpodalty 

«ithnon(lwnuadof  i>icCorrinihlaniot  on  ihe  memory  of  iheapatlle.     I  Cor. 

ta  pwmwrH  by  ■  ipirii  of  calm,   practical  diKuuion,  whose  occaiional 

oMbunla  cf  emotional  tcntion  {*-g.  in  5-£)  could  not  have  cau»d  I^ul  even 

■  nomcntsfy  twinceofeompuncllon.     Hlx  laneuaee  in  a  Co  3*  and  7*  ii  too 

definite  to  be  eapUiaed  m  the  mere  tcoollection  of  one  or  (wo  Uolated 

aditftrrl  Ininrpiitlrriflhit  tirrnnil  i^rnrrnlrhiirirtrinf  1  Cor,  and  a  lolitaiy 

petfacripc  like  I  Co  if  cannot  be  adduced  ai  proof  of  (he  dyirii  ircalled  in 

1  Co  2*.     The  altcrnaltve  is  to  luppoM  [*)  thai  ihii  Uiter  of  dbinilied  (eclinB 

bM  been  preMTvrd,  in  whole  or  patt.  In   ihe  diiBlni;  uclion  (lo'-ij**)  of 

901  aooRical  a  Cotinihiuii.  an  hypolheais  which  it  farouicd  by  the  tplrii, 

aMilcnls,  and  Vlyle  of  Ihcae  chaplen.     They  arc  written  out  of  the  leniion  fell 

by  aw  <riM>  -wtA  not  yel  ture  of  hit  ultimate  aucccat  in  dealing  with  a  difficult 


■So  apeeiUly  Bkeh  \SK..  i8jo.  6>5-6}i),  Cicdnet  {.EM.  L  371), 
OUlMnaen,  Emild  iSr/tduArriim  <t.  /'.mJiir,  >a;  (.),  Godet,  Ntonder  (»9J  (.), 
Sabtfin,  Kloppet  (CAi/^riiK-AHMfirw,  14!.),  Kulcition,  DrumiDond,  FlnrlUy 
ia  DB.  tii-  71 1 1.  :  Jacquier,  LieEimuin,  and  Varth  {WT  49-50I- 

t  AdvocMcd  bjr  Mcyci,  Ellicolt,  B.  WcIm,  Sandiy,  Dcnney,  Zahn,  and 
BcfBatd,  aoMdStt  others. 
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(Iliullon.  Tb«y  vibrtle  wilh  anget  and  ■nxiciy,  Paiil's  auiAc«ily  and  actioni 
had  been  called  in  queition  by  >  JcwUh  Chiltilan  puty  of  tninidm  whoM 
tncliin);  «i«i  constituted  a  real  ptril  for  hit  eonvcfU.  To  mcel  th«e  danccn, 
due  to  Ihe  lanic  iivcdjtNtrin)'  [Miiy  who  hud  gained  a  fooling  in  Ihe  chnrtb 
[ii*],  pouibly  hnded  by  toaic  ringleader  (i  t«oGto<,  ni,  j' y"),  Paol  rMOTti 
upon  hii  dfiradon.  It  i>  pauihic,  and  even  evident,  that  they  had  ben 
able  to  inflii't  aiiine  scvtie  and  public  humiliation  upon  hitn  tiy  man*  <i 
chaig;ea  of  untcruputoiu  dealing,  ovetlxaiing  conduct,  unfounded  pr«(enir!ant,l 
to  the  apcniolic  tniniiliy,  and  to  forth.  Al  any  rate  their  niccets  roiued  tdi  f 
anger.  Not  on  pcTHnal  eroundi  merely,  but  bccauM  u  at  TIWMlODiln', 
(kc  above),  on  attack  on  hit  character  and  authority  Invntvtil  hli  vny  (Oip(l, 
Paul  eigerly  tiithei  to  deSrad  hitntelf  againii  ilander  and  oeniure  on  the  put 
of  hli  oppontni*  and  ■uiLpt(;li)n  on  the  part  of  his  converta.  Ho  procecda  M 
eihibit  hit  own  lillea  to  credit  and  honour  a«  an  apoitle  of  Chritt.  Self- 
eialtatioa  i>  the  keynote :  irctuxatf^ai  Sti.  Paut't  aim  i*  to  dt^end  lui 
character,  with  which  hU  Eoapcl  wat  bound  up,  af^inst  ilander  and  deprcciS' 
lion,  lie  eihibiu,  with  a  mixtnre  of  pride  and  leluclance,  hii  indeHtuiU* 
(itiM  to  crrdil  *t  an  apostle  of  Jotui  Christ.  In  cha.  i-ft  the  tense  of 
rafxv"*'  I'^^X')'^'  an<l  "auxoddu  (a  {^oup  of  words  especially  chancteristic 
of  a  Cor.)  it,  except  once  (l'*|,  entirely  coinptimcniarj  to  (he  Corinthlani, 
and  indeed  corilincd  lo  them,  whereas  the  ninelcen  irutanco  io  IO-13 
ai«  peimealed  by  a  hoi  tenae  of  pcrvinal  tcKniment  ngaintt  disloyal 
■Qggettions  and  critidsmt  at  Corinth,  rtycholoslmlly  this  tone  is  mliicty 
tuitable  to  the  occavnn.  "  In  great  religions  movencnti  the  leaden  are 
oIlcD  compelled  to  auert  ihenuclvet  pretty  petcmpiorily.  In  order  that  ibcar 
work  may  not  be  wiei:kcd  by  conceited  and  incapable  QpUuti "  |DrnmmoBd, 
pp.  iyi-l73|.  I'aul  follows  here  much  the  tame  method  as  in  hit  first  letter 
to  the  Tbcstalanians,  althaugb  the  latta  had  not  been  cariied  anay  like 
the  Coiinihiani  by  the  insinuations  of  oulsiden  agaiost  their  apottk.  He 
endeavours  to  eijiosc  the  shameltnnaH  and  futility  of  anch  aitackt  upon  tiin>, 
in  order  to  discredit  the  influence  of  such  opponents  upon  hit  cmverti;  It  ii 
p^ittul,  he  proteats,  to  be  oblij^  to  assert  his  apoiiolic  authority  {id'"*,  cp, 
■n  excellent  paper  by  V.  Wdirr  in  SZ.,  1903,  64-78),  but  authcdly  he  hu 
(to'''*)  as  well  as  hi*  rivalt,  thetc  superlative  apostles  of  the  Judaising  patty. 
If  he  mutt  parade  his  apoiloiic  claims  |)l'~*l  to  the  Codnthians,  let  Urn 
remind  them  (hat  he  had  merely  foregone  his  claim  to  maialecuncc  out  of 
disJnCemtcd  consideiaiion  (11''"},  not— «i  hia  opponents  malignantly  in- 
ainuated — because  he  (elt  he  dated  not  aik  the  support  which  every  lecltimalc 
apoatle  was  entitled  to  demand.  After  a  firth,  half'ironicalapolccy  (il"^),  he 
goes  on  proudly  to  match  hii  cieriu  against  those  of  hit  rivals  (ti*'*'*),u>d 
to  claim  superiority  in  actual  teivicet  and  lufTeiings  for  the  cause  of  Qirist 
(1 1**""].  *  Finally,  he  gives  an  autobiographical  outline  of  his  claim  to  haea 
vinoni  and  Tcve1alionL(tl'''*).  After  a  tummaiy  of  these  arguments  |t)"'l*)^  ^ 
he  reiterates  bit  honciiy  and  aolhorily  in  riew  of  a  third  visit  (iJ^-Ij"),  f 

It  it  to  this  intermediate  letter,  as  much  as  to  Romans  or  Calatiant,  that 

*  Oa  the  iniev'uiity  and  danger  of  IravelHnK,  tee  Miu  A.  }.  Skecl's 
7  Mm/  m  llu  Firif  Cmlury  afitr  C*riit,  witi  ifteial  r^trtmtl  It  A  tit 
AfiM*r  (xgot),  pp.  70L 
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Jaone's  famou*  ikieripticn  of  Pkul'i  Uyh  *ppllet:  '^unin  >rtifn,  qium 
pfadoH,  (joaai  diwmDialor  tit  clui  quod  *£il,  iiidcntur  <iuidcni  ucrlm 
■i^lirii  ii.  M  qnui  innoocnlii  hominia  ac  nutioini  .  .  .  lod  quocunque 
mpnari^  felmliM  unt.  hxfd  incaua,  mpEi  omne  quod  icilifcili.  torgum 
ucrtk  M  tupMci,  fiigUD  limuUt  ut  ooddal.'  Tbit  Ullie*  not  meicly  wiih  liii 
«nplo]nncDl  of  OT  citalioiu,  tiul  wiili  his  aifnmvnl  and  invrdivn.  The 
abnpaieM  0/  the  opening  word*  {tirit  H  tyii  JlaC\»i)  ihowi  that  lo'-i]'* 
Rpmenu  in  all  likelihood  only  a  fngmenl  of  ihe  uciginaL  It  u  mare 
pnteUc  that  Ibc  enliie  Iclln  wa*  wiiiten  liy  I'aul  (Iho  nrllcc  pan,  no  longer 
rwaw.  peihapa  bi  hii  own  name  and  in  thai  of  Timolhcut)  than  ihat  ihe 
^^tuM  portioo  *u  app«nded  otiginally  to  a  circular  Icltcr  from  other  ChrUlIui 
kcailcnal  Kpbmi).  ij'"  diwt  echo  10'",  but  ihli  dod  not  prove  that  ihe 
l«ti«i  paiHcc  lepioenTi  the  ori^iuxl  opening  of  the  epiiilc.  From  10"'  we 
■3>i£ht  coejectBie  ihal  ih«  Iml  conlext  included  a  lererrncc  (□  ihe  apoiile'i 
dciiadan  at  Corinth,  bul  in  any  case  there  li  no  logical  or  ptychological 
^uoitbeais  between  9*  and  lo"-. 

Tlw  iDooocraiiy  of  lo-ij  oi  a  Mi)ucl  to  I-9  wai  tWB  aa  &r  back  as  the 

^r%htMBl)i  oeniuiy  by  Scmlcr,  who  tentatively  MEgeitod  that  lo-tj  rcpre- 

•cnied  a  later  and  icpatale  epitlle.  or  thai  p>irl!oni  of  ihem  (i^.   ta"-", 

M  j''**)  we«»  roitjilacti!  from  1  Co  a*  s'""  i  ""^  hy  M.  Welier  (ih  Humm  tfiil. 

^tdC»rii%lk.  rtttim ^mutilum^  1798),  who tepustcd  I-9,  tj^'^from  10-13'°. 

^    Mii(U«cIioi>  Milt  advocated  on  varying  gioundB  by  criiici  like   Kicnitel 

i,.£fi*rif>,  pp.  joSf.)  and  Dretchet   {S/C..  1897,  pp.  43-Xl}.     The  lallet 

|>utiaa,  on  thb  ibcoiy,  wu  wiitien  aflci  Titiu  and  his  puiy  hod  conie  liack 

f  nam  Cotiada.    The  further  *lop  of  iclegaiing  it>-i  j  (0  an  earlier  period  than 

that  ut  1-^  wai  £rsl  taken  by  llaiuiBth  in  hii  momentoui  Muy,  irhuH  umcial 

■  iiiliiiiiwii  bare    b«en   raltlied    and  miated   by  an  incieaiinic  cohort   of 

■ctctm,  faicliidiac  (boSdo  thoke  named  tiicne  on  p^  109)  Paiilus,  Weiiae 

CnOu.  Dtgmaiit,  i.  145).  Wagenmuin  {JaMrb.  Jeml.  TAtat.,  1S70,  p.  541J, 

MididMB  (7T.,  187J.  4341.   Lipttui  i/FT.,    1S76,  pp.   sjof.),  Steck, 

S«aCnt  (ZWr,  ISJ.  p.  369).  Schmicdel,  Cramer.  Cone  (/W/,  Tkt  Man. 

Tig  T^iir,  and  lit  MiuttnMrjr,  pp.  47,  tlj),  McGiflcrt  {AA.  Jtj-jis), 

Adawy  USr.   368t).   MolTait   {UN7.    pp.    I74t).   Bacon  {MT.  Mt. 

Sm^tfSt.  Paul,  pp.  i&Af.),  Clemen  {Panliu.  i.  ygf.).  PluHimcr,  Plleiderer 

tWr..  Eng,  t»,.L  144!).  ion  Sodcn  {/NT.  46-Sfi).  Volier,  R,  Soott.G.  H. 

TUodaO,  aad  A.  S.  Pcake(/jV7'.  J5f.).     Schiuiedct'a  1  real  mem  h»i  givoi 

a  Mw  tank  and  fanpreuiveneu  to  the  theory,  liul   Kcnneily  and   Rendall 

He  It*  ableft  tdToalei  in   English.     The   inlctnal  tvidence  l«r  lo'^ij'* 

Mprioi  to  1-9  hai  been  already  outlined,  and  it  remaini  unly  to  point  out 

toiroAcB  in  the  latter  Ictlci  the  former  ii  echoed  {t.g.  13'  in  I*,  13'*  in  >*, 

itf  in  A  Ibe  KlfaHertion  of  1 1*  "*  "  in  3'  =  5"),  how  incidcnial  phraiei 

liU  ttt  r*  bwif4'nra  v/iur  (io"=Rooie  and  Spain.  e\\  Ko  is"  "*  and  •! 

Utll^  Mtrrn  Jrl  Haidorlai  ( 1 1*)  luit  Eph»ui  better  than  Macedonia  a« 

At  place  of  compoiition,  and  (inatly  how  the  two  teilcn  came  to  be  united 

iiw  Older  whleb  wa*  the  revetK  of  the  chdinc-lneicil  one. 

Whta  th«  PauMoe  letten  came  to  be  edited  for  the  puipoxs  of  the  Canon, 

Or  oilief  of  the  two  extant  lelien  to  Corinih  wu  ilripped  of  id  opening 

•ad  added  10  (he  laler  and  larger  one.     Bath  made  up  a  tingle  wriiing 

t  in  riw  10  t  Cot.    Iiuiaiicet  of  ifai»  inverted  order,  in  the  editing  of 
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letter*,  ate  linown  in  the  e«ie,  i.g.,  or  Ocen>'«  oorretpondence.  The  (inall; 
Ij"'".  which  lion  not  come  catunlljr*  after  Ij".  wii  probably  ihifled  lo 
that  pMltlon  fioin  lo  oiiginal  *i(o  >l  (he  end  0(9  <nnte  the  chincierittic  pby 
on  words  in  x^fi^'  >^^  X^^f''*-  9'*  3"i  >nd  tii^  aptneu  of  13"'**  u  a  fin*U  to 
9,  where  the  cotteclion  on  behalf  of  ihe  l^leitinian  relief  fund  ii  trtaled  w  ■ 
bund  of  union  and  in  op|>uttunliy  of  btoiheily  kIndneMi].  Here,  u  tlie- 
wbcfe  io  andeot  lileniiure.  the  tcatoni  for  mch  edilorial  haodlLne  elade  ibe 
modem  critic  Ponibly.  u  Kcnncljr  iiiiy-eUi,  the  cupj-iil  or  editor  of  the 
two  letlen  welded  Ihem  tc^thet  in  thi(  order,  dnce  ch.  9  piomitcd  a  viiit  and 
ch.  10  appaiently  referred  lo  tL  "  It  ii  indeed  a  viiit  ofa  very  dillirrent  kind. 
There  in  an  apiiaient  re*einli!anercnneeaMn|ja  deeji-*<iiie<!  difteienec,  but  thi»  ii 
plecitety  the  eompleiion  of  ihingi  which  would  be  likely  to  miileod  a  oopybl." 

Utijccliont  have  been  tabled  lo  the  idenlilicalion  of  lo'-lj"  with  the 
Iniermcdiate  and  painful  Ictirr,  (a)  «uch  at  ihe  taek  of  any  refeienoc  to  the 
cate  of  Ihe  local  oRendei  (1  Co  i*  7")i  which  wu  not  yel  Kltled.t  B«t 
lo'-lj"  il  not  neceuaiily  Ihe  whole  of  the  original  leller,  and  in  anj  cue 
llie  apntlle  probably  leavet  the  offender  alone  liecaiuc  hi«  mfnd  wai  eon- 
centiated  on  ihe  brooder  iaue  of  which  thii  min'i  oue  foimed  ontjr  patL 
The  CUV  hvl  oow  fallen  lo  Ihe  Corinthianb  to  deal  wiih.  Potsibly,  loo, 
the  mailer  wu  left  out  of  the  Gnal  recemion,  a*  it  had  ended  lalUfaetorily. 
\i\  10"  need  not  refer  to  the  painful  intermediate  letter  i  Ihe  •llntion  bi 
Ihe  Icitci  of  I  Co  5*  and  1  Co  ilKlf  quite  admicably.  {t)  I*  doe*  not  fanply 
that  the  painful  letter  wai  in  lieu  of  a  tibL  Ai  1'  ihon^  the  painful  idrii 
had  been  made. 

The  altemative  to  ihia  rearrariEcincni  of  to-13,  1-9,  is  to  account  for  the 
abiupi  alieration  of  tone  in  lo'*  by  conjectuiing,  i-je..  (a)  that  tinee  wiillnf; 
■-9,  Paul  had  unexpcclcdly  rcceii-ed  un favourable  newt  from  Corinth,  which 
led  him  10  break  out  upon  hit  dialoyal  clxuieh  with  ficth  reproachca.  Thia 
b  poaaible,  but  it  ia  pure  gueuwork-  There  it  no  word  of  il  in  lo-ij, 
at  there  turrly  would  have  licen  in  order  to  account  for  Ihe  lipid  ctusge 
of  tone.  The  tuppotition  {i)  ihal  in  Ihe  lul  fuui  chapteri  he  tuddenly  iqma 
to  a  fpccial  and  recalcitrant  faction  in  ihe  church  ii  eijiially  f«xed-  The7 
aie  addressed   10  the  church  as  a  vhole  (cp^   rj*),  nut  to  any   luibulnit 

*  The  tequence  ot  ij"  and  i}'*  is  plainly  editorial  <cp.  npecially  Kreokd, 
pp-  35Sf.).  "So  does  no  man  write.  The  trafiedy  of  King  Leai,  paatinf 
into  an  idyllic  dance  of  peaianu— luch  it  the  impieuion  of  Ihe  paragiaph  ■* 
it  itanda.     It  i«an  ilisotuie  ink  tfi/uitur"  (Mackintosh,  p.  jjSI- 

t  II  tliould  no  longer  iei(ui(e  10  be  proved  that  Ihii  oflcndei  la  not  the 
inceatuout  penon  of  I  Co  j',  but  lome  one  who  had  wronj^ed  Pan)  lunweU 
(i  dJin)«iiO.  The  lndul|-eni  oonaideiatlon  of  1  Co  7^  "  lefect  to  a  itinatlaa 
which  did  not  erist  when  I  Cor.  wu  written  (ep.  Weiittcket,  AA.  pp.  341- 
}j]i.  and  Timathcui  could  not  be  I  iiif-^tiit,  except  as  Paul'f  reprtaeaia- 
tire.  The  pcrton  who  intuhcil  Paul  inti^ht  conceivably  be  tlie  olTender  of 
I  Co  5\  but  the  likelihood  it  ihal  he  wu  anoihei  Corinthian  who  tod: 
vnbnge,  or  rather  voiced  ihe  feelin)p  of  thuse  who  took  uinbnge,  al  I^l'i 
dumliKvring  meihodi  of  discipline.  Hid  the  miiconduct  been  d<ac  10  a 
prime  quairel  between  two  memben  of  ihe  local  church  (Krenkel,  }a4(.)a 
it  could  hardly  have  become  m  «ignificaiit  at  to  involve  the  afioitle. 


I 


I 


SECOND  CXJRINTIIIANS 


laj 


I 


minority.  It  ii  in  the  opening  oflho  Utn  epistle  (hat  Piul  i1iHlin)'iiiihct  the 
tnijorliy  [i"-)  lii-ai  a  uctlon  of  diuflecicil  roembcn,  and  (he  (vuo4  of 
»•=  7'*"  ii  much  more  iniclligible  (.ftM  th«n  b«rore  ic'.  The  ih>fp  warning 
of  la"  upiela  the  (c|  view  ihat  in  I-9  Ptiut  U  pni«ine  the  ehutch  for  iu 
repentance,  white  in  to-ij  he  ii  blnming  it  foi  ititl  liding  with  hi* 
oppoacnu.  Fitully  {if),  the  new  of  Drescher  ami  Kloppcr,  that  Paul  wrote 
1-9  WMUr  a  Mnguine  miwpiirehcntton  of  the  real  ttaie  of  albira  at  Corlnrh, 
u  rqMited  by  Tiiui  Jnconeclly,  and  that  to-13  rcproeni*  hU  rebound  tu  the 
oppoaile  extreme  of  demineiaiiaa,  lies  open  lo  the  Mnisobjcclion  ufs).  In 
■hod,  all  theoriet  which  place  10-13  *'<"  ^-9-  «>llici  a«  part  of  the  lame 
cpitlle  or  u  a  later  letter,  involve  the  hypothetic  that  the  Coiinthian  trouble. 
•Act  kit  that  had  happened,  broke  out  H|>aln  in  ihe  wme  acuie  form  u  before. 
Thii  diificuliy  brMU  «vcn  die  prewnimenl  of  the  cue  Ibr  the  c*nonie«l 
itTUClore  of  the  epistle  (recently  urged,  with  abilil)',  by  Wviti,  ^/T.  i.  3J  J-j6j  • 
Klcippei,  Rohr,  A.  Kobertton,  Zahn,  /vVX.JJ  i^30  ;  Dcnney,  liachnunn, 
414  f.,  and  Bctnaid),  which  dcfendt  its  integrity  mainly  on  the  genetil  ground 
that  Ihe  closing  fout  chapters  represent  not  a  fmh  litualitin,  biil  an  cnioliunal 
and  i/f;u(nciiialtve  elinu:!,  the  laM  charge,  m  il  were,  of  Paul'a  dialectic, 
which  wai  eurcfully  kept  in  reserve  until  it  could  iweep  out  lo  complete  the 
victory  atteady  j{iinc<l  in  part  (1"}.  Some  criliCH  furlhet  »r|;iie  that  s  Cor.  i> 
emphatically  a  Idler  of  moodi.*  which  wu  not  compoted  al  a  swingle  tilting, 
and  thil  strong  crois-curienU  of  feeling  ate  10  be  opccted  under  the 
circumitancei.  But  the  variations  in  1-9  and  10-13  "'  ''^  decisive  to  be 
aplainod  npon  the  mete  supposition  that  Paul  was  a  busy  num  who  stopped 
DOW  and  then,  u  he  dictated,  01  hurtled  fmni  one  subject  to  another.  On  any 
bypolheiis  there  U  a  residuum  of  obscurity  owing  10  the  eitti-nicty  inlHcale 
and  subtle  eharmclet  of  the  telntiont  between  Paul  and  the  Corinihian  church  j 
but  IhU  tetlduutii  li  decidettly  leu  upon  ihe  Ihooiy  just  adiwaled  than 
upon  the  view  thai  aflci  writing  l  Co  l-<)  the  apostle  rclapned,  for  no  obvioui 
reason. I  into  Ihe  temper  of  scathing  animosity  and  indignation  from  which 
he  Iwd  Juxt  emerged,  retuttcitating  an  old  quarrel  after  it  liid  been  almost 
buried.  There  is  a  psychological  inconsequence  on  the  latter  iheory  which 
it  i»  diflicuU  lo  credit,  even  in  a  man  of  I'aul's  passionate  temperament. 

%&,  3  Ca  /-p. — The  effect  of  this  shaiT>  letter  was  favoutablc. 
Tttu*  returned  from  Corinth  to  greet  Paul  in  Mat^tlnnia  with 
the  glat]  news  that  Ihc  church  had  regained  her  loyalty  and 
vindicated  him  at  the  eKpense  of  hi.s  t>pponcntK  (a'^  7>*). 

This  happy  inicltigcncc  found  Paul  (at  Philippi?)  tossing  on 
R  sea  t  of  troubles  (i-i),  partly  raised  by  recent  experiences  in 

'Tlii  invatidatea  ihc  pinllcl  (brought  forward  by  Comely,  after  Hug 
and  RQcken]  with  the  De  Ctrena,  the  firii  pan  of  which  Is  calm  and  modmle. 
while  in  the  later  tedionx  Demosthenes  breaks  out  ilclibeFalcly  into  a  vloleni 
polemic  igaintt  hi*  opponent. 

tThc  rtJtKlw  ad  aimrJuin  of  thli  hypothec  la  (urcty  reached  in  Lieli* 
nann't  naive  remark  (p.  104)1  *mir  genugt  t.  It.  die  Annahme  elaer 
aehlafloa diuchaachten  Nachi  twischrii  c  9  aiidc.  ronir  EHdanmg.' 

tCf.  (h«dc*aip(i<oaofaCor.  by  L.  Davict (£j(/i' ir.  199-300):  "The 
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Alia  Minor,  partly  by  arttici  put  ions  of  the  fulure.  t>riven  from 
hii  old  anchorage  at  Ephesus,  he  wai  still  uncertain  whether 
Corinth,  his  former  harbour,  would  admit  him.  The  informa- 
tion brought  by  Titujt  baniwhed  this  anxiety,  and  out  of  th« 
glad  sense  of  relief*  he  wrote  a  fresh  epistle  (1-9),  brealhinf; 
delight  and  aRectionate  gratitude,  irenical  in  tone,  desigrved  to 
re  establish  mutual  confidence  and  to  obliterate  all  memories  of 
the  post  biiicT  controversy.  To  forgive  and  to  forget  is  its 
keynote.  The  sky  i»  once  more  clear,  so  far  ai  t)ve  apostle 
is  concerned.  Indeed,  al^er  pouring  out  his  hcait  to  Itie 
Corinthiatu,  he  even  ventures  at  the  close  to  renev  his  appeal 
on  behalf  of  the  collection  (8-9).  These  two  chapters  are  not 
an  anticlimax  (see  below),  and  "there  is  no  good  reason  for 
treating  ihem  as  a  separate  epistle.  A*  such  the  temi-apoto- 
getic  tone  would  roake  it  poor  and  unconvincing )  while,  as  an 
appendage  to  1-7,  the  tone  adopted  is  appropriate,  natural,  and 
in  perfect  good  taste.  It  is  a  hn|)py  parallel  to  the  epbtle  to 
Philemon,  and  the  same  note  of  Christian  chivalry,  courtesy,  and 
delicacy  pervades  both  "  (Rcndnll,  p.  73). 

The  tcotk'  upciu  with  an  Invocation  of  God  a*  Ihe  comlbftM,  which 
loul*  ?>u1  lo  ipcak  BboDi  his  own  icccnt  cxpcrien«s  of  dclivennce  (l**"! 
in  Asa  Minor,  tic  then  pu*ct  on  (t'"')  to  explain  hit  ch>ii)[e  of  plwu^t 
hit  icuonk  fof  ivfiting  Inilead  of  travel11n|[  to  them  (I'-a"),  and  hls^ourary 
lo  M»cedonia(j'*'"].  Thii  luggcitia  G«n«ral  vindicaliom  of  hit  nriniitry  ind 
preachin)-  IjW),  with  all  iu  i>ulTcriii|-ii  U'~S"t  ■"d  method)  oj appeal  (;"- 
6'°].  Then,  after  ■  quick  oulbunt  of  Appeal  to  Ihe  Coiinlhlani  ibccnMlna 
foi  flank  confidence  iti  him  (&"'"  j'"*),  Ihe  apoulc  haiki  back  to  the  coMmii 
bctwRii  Ihrii  jHUl  li»ublc  and  thl>  pre*eni  happiiMM  (7"'},  ihankine  Ihcm  lot 
iheli  kind  rcccplion  of  Titiu  hii  envoy  Ij'"-],  and  uiing  ihe  eianiple  o(  ih« 
Macedonian  chutchei'  liberalily  to  inciie  them  to  proceed  with  the  bnuacB  «l 
llw  hUttinian  relief  fund  01  cDllecIton  for  Ihe  poor  ulnu  of  Jtt^iaJeiH  (S-9) 
— « task  which  Tims  hitni«1f  t  mould  ■upehniend  in  perwn.  With  a  hearty 
btenll  (ij"")  <hc  Icdtf  Ihcii  cloaet. 

letter  ahibits  a  tumult  of  coDtentUng  cmoliont.  Wounded  afTedioa,  )07,  tdf- 
mpecl,  halted  iiT  MlfaMcttion,  coiucloumcu  nf  ihe  authority  and  inportaBcc 
of  hi*  mininry,  «coni  of  hii  opponents,  lou  themiclvc*  like  wavn,  sometimea 
aipinu  each  other,  on  the  IrauUed  tm  of  hU  mind.  Strong  Ian(^>|^,  not 
Ktldom  ilronGer  than  the  occ*.ilun  scenit  lo  warrant,  A|[uratli'e  exproMon^ 
atnupt  tiiiiu,phnK*sciiedand  dung  ■Ihi>aaailanIa,woTd>  made  up,  iicratcd, 
played  Dpon,  mark  lluaapivllefar  mote  than  any  other  of  the  apsMlc'sletlen." 

*  Noll  the  tcpctidon  of  rapdiXij^u  (eleren  dmet). 

t  On  !•■•■»-  '»■"■■»'.  ep.  Wwfieldin/ai,  (i«86)a7f. 

;  The  old  identificMlon  of  the  anonymont  brother  (rir  i>(\^)  of  V*  and 
I  ]<■  with  l.uhc  11  aiiiied  a  step  fuither  by  Soutet  iST.  avin.  all5,  JiS-3}6). 
wbe  lakci  Ihe  wuidt  in  ihrir  lilenl  Mfua, 


SECOND  CORINTHIANS 


«5 


The  course  or  the  letter  is  determined  by  the  unpremeditated 

movements  of   the  writer's    mind,   working    on   the  pmctiail 

tiiuation  of  the  Corinthians.     It   is   coo  aTtificIai  to  find,  with 

Hctnfict,  any  rhctofical  scheme  in  the  disposiiton  of  its  contents, 

as  if  it  procnied  a  wpooi/uov  {$^*),  jrp6$*ait  and  i.woi*t(ti  (j''"), 

Wmu  (4''").   fgrtisus   in  tauta    (4"-5")    tviXayo^  (6'-7*),  and 

iwmtyuM if  futf  uwtppoK^t  (10-13).     '^"^  °"^  thing  this  covers  nl 

once  too  much  (i»-i3)  and  too  little  (i-a)  of  tlie  epistle,  and, 

while  such  artistic  schemaiijm   may  be  applicable  to  Ilcbrew)> 

(see  below),  it  seems  irrele^-ant  in  the  case  of  this  genuine  letter. 

(tf )  n«  pmcrsph  (f*-j'  pnibalOy  ii  ■  ftagmriil  intopobird  Irom  Kime 

Mbts  «ptalk,  Is  all  llkctlhoiid  Iraat  ihe  losl  leltci  unllen  &nl  of  all  to  the 

CorindiMii  dnitch  {■««  above,  p.  109}.*    In  iii  pici«ni  siiuation  It  looki  like 

••  enatk  boyldn,  and  sUhough  no  MSS  oviilcnce  oin  Iw  xMueoil  fei  the 

tlj[lltii  lil.  tht  l(ileni«l  evidence  U  fairljr  concluilve  [(o  Emmrilinj.  Scluader: 

JirAfmmlfiauhii.i$i$,  300 1.  ;  Siiuiinan,  pp.  ijSf. ;  Ewild ;  IlilEenfclil : 

A.  H.  Ftanie,  5A,,  1884,  |.p.  S«-SSj  ;  S.  l)»vidion, /iVT".  i.  6j;  Holilen, 

mm  Ev.ditPaMiiiu.  rttnti.p.-fit>;  Subilicc't /*iiJi/.  pp.  177-17S;  llniunth, 

n.  Jj  f.  ;  Rnaa,  iii.  Iiii-Uiii ;  Rcveni,  Biljon,  Ciemer,  Clemen,  I'Cteiderei ; 

(/rt.  i.  134:  MeGtlTen,  p.  331:  MoHaK,  HNT.  pp.  618-^19;  ncrfi  Soden, 

Baoon,  IliJBcl,et<.)-  Theeonnecli(Miot6""«nd7'iigoodi  +  iMiv^/iHtf*im^ 

ltti/r»my*m,  O  Cfnuliiami  ;  eurAnul  it  teidt  ff.ii.      Vnir  canilraiat  ii4t 

mi4  m  MS,  it  lilt  IN  ytur  tarn  kiarli.     A'fn'  (ui<  gwJ  turn  dtstrvtt  tmtiluT 

(Ar  iftali  at  t*  mjr  iii/.irtn),  htfoti  widi  tftn  let.      TnJtt  ut  iHle  >Mir  iairft. 

On  lb>  Mkn  band  6'*  fiu  on  aa  louchty  to  6"  a«  7'  ta  7',  and  the  ordinaiy 

iipiiMllnfii  or  tbc  CBtuinieal  otdct  ate  (ing^idail]'  itroincd.     Thua  Godet 

(AVT*.  i.  JSI-}!})  maka  Paul'*  demand  for  MricI  abstinence  the  leaicn  why 

lb*  CorintUans  were  hotdi(i|[  back  Itom  him  ;  bul  the  coniiraini  of  which  he 

k  cnnadoui  fies  siuelr  in   ihc   pcnonal   reeling*  left  hy  (he  reeenl  ilialn 

tawM*  ihctn  and  Umteir.     "  Mudi  of  the  culdneu  towardi  Paul"  *rai,  do 

^d«abt,  "(be  iiioli  of  an  uowcmhy   deference  (o   hcaihcn  sentlaieni  anil 

'  (Drammond) ;  bul  of  Ihit  particular  cauw  there  U  no  hint  in  Ihe 

L  or  «*ea  Id  the  lelin  (for  13'  Ijclacigi  to  an  rarlicr  epittlcM 

*  So  IlilBeoJeld,  Franke,  Sahaiier,  Litco,  vun  DobntiUu  {Un.  pp.  19, 
45k  smI  eooSoden;  cp.  Whiiclaw,  C/aa.  Xniitm  {tSgoi,  pp,  12,  14S,  317. 

IOlbet  ccojeetare*  nppoae  it  hai drifted  from  alater  ipoitolicepiitlc(Eurald}, 
«tlwt  it  oriEinallx  ky  aftci  I  Co  io*>  (Hautriih,  Htau:  B/T.  x.  i,  jt-to). 
It  aet  I  Co  6  (PfleideieT).  The  Icltei  mentioned  in  t  Co  j*  coniained  the 
WijidTkepreoio  jCo6^J'(eP'  ««^'«<',  i  Co  s"'='tA*i«,iCo6''>. 
L  t  Lmco'(  iaUrcalalJon  <4  ]*"''*  Iitiwcen  6**  and  7'  ia  hoprloaily  wrong. 
I  lUli'iliilflil'i  theory  lAA.  L  363}  ia  that  the  entbutit  of  i^j'-  b 
■ad  •  apotoselic,  bat  tbe  language  doe*  not  luggeit  a  dnire  od  [be  pan 
It  lb*  apuatU  to  Mien  hi*  oppodtion  to  pagan  vices  by  wray  of  meeting 
I«MKic  nfleclioos  on  bii  chanclei  and  gcapet.  For  LUTgctt'i  ingenion* 
bat  eqaBlljr  msMiTtncing  ticw,  kc  £T.  xx.  418-419.  Recent  tipUnaliont 
of  ita  prcMM  pMhlen  a*  part  of  tl»  original  epiiile  ate  oBeied  by  Bachmann 
[Sl9t)  atul  Wbdbcli  ( T***^ >.  SiimA  im  L'tihriiti-Ukwrn,  H^t). 


126 


THE  CORRESPONDENCE  OV  PAUL 


Neither  the  Unguose  not  the  Mmu  jiutlfy  ■  mipicton  of  ihe  {enninenea 
eS  \ht  pMngr.*  u  though  il  enMnaled  from  Jewish  Chrisliam,  with  * 
(urraw  repubnuii  to  '  unclean  ililni;t'  16"),  at  (torn  ■  Putiian  Cbrluiaa  ol 
ih«  lecond  ctotuty  (Sltuim*ti.  i.  pp.  13S-146 ;  Baljoo,  pp.  i47-i$o,  and  1 
othrn,  including  Sehrarin  ;  Bukhuyicn;  Holiicn;  Michctsrn,  77.,  187J, 
413;  Rovcn.  /f/r.  pp.  37-3S:  llalmcl,  lisr.i  Krcnh^:,  Btitrigi,  Jjl; 
and  R.  Sean,  7**  PanJiat  Bf^iillri,  336-137).  The  lole  (cnture  "hKii  ii 
•C  Ant  light  out  of  kM|iin|;  with  Faul't  normal  IhoUKhl  If,  u  Schmiedcl 
■dmiu  (pp.  15 J  f. )  ahct  an  cihnuilivc  ditcuwlon,  the  illuiion  to  the  ibfiUmitml 
ffjiak  an/  ifirii  [•]')  i  but  t  JInh  here  u  lued  in  a  popnUi  icnte  fcp.  1  Co  7** 
htly  in  bedy  and  jfirit)  alniott  a*  an  ei^iiivalcnt  to  baiy,  while  ipiril  \»  10 
be  read  untcchnically  in  the  light  of  a  puuge  like  1  Th  5". 

(>)  A  leoond  initstice  of  eilnnraui  mailer  in  the  canonical  letter  ii 
fuiniitheil  by  the  biief  |»n|[raph  II**'*,  de*critijn|[  Paul'i  t*cA\K  (rooi 
Duna*ciai  this  itilemipii  the  Kfjncnce  of  Ihoushi  io  11"'"  )3''*(eiuliini 
and  wnknen)  ta  violently  ai  to  rouie  suipidoni  of  iti  right  10  atand  here 
(to  Hiiltlcn,  2WT.,  1S74,  3S8f.,  and  van  I.<«uwen,  dt  jtodukt  aehttrgrtmi 
t«i>  der  firitf  fldN  di  RtmeimtH,  1S94,  p.  ill.,  adding  11'**  1  Hilgcnfeld, 
Sehmiedel,  and  Batjon,  adding  tl' :  Michelum,  TT.,  1S73.  pp.  414^1 
adding  :»'■  •*  ;  and  Rovers  INT.  38,  adding  I*'-  ""-"l.  'The  hinoridlT 
of  the  paragraph  need  noi  be  doobted '  |Si:hniiedel)>  Uie  two  teal  difficuliiec 
being  tlic  prociw  date  of  the  mcidcnl  and  the  manner  in  which  the  fu-tiKiaph 
drifted  into  iti  pteieni  pouiion.  On  the  luller  point,  the  alternalivei  are  to 
suppoie  (with  Roven,  ZiVT.,  tSSt,  404.  and  others)  that  it  w«*  inserted  bjr 
a  icribc  who  failed  to  lind  any  illiulialliin  X  of  4«f/Ria  (I  l**)  ui  the  conteit, 
or  that  it  il  a  muginal  addition  by  Taul  himself,  properly  belonging  to  (be 
parentheiii  11*"'  (m  Wendt,  Acu,  p.  ]5l,  of  that  it  i>ri|:inaUy  belonged  to 
•nine  other  letKt  [Bacon,  Sltry  1/  St.  rau/,  pp.  Sy-SS).  The  loitniamcd 
icholaj  data  the  occurtcnoe  aftei  A.a.  38,  in  the  period  of  Gal.  ■"'*'  (cp. 
J  Co  I)*}. 

§  9.  TX<  strtuturt  of  a  Cor. — Beyond  ihe  relegation  of  6"-7' 
to  an  earlier  ei>istte,  and  of  10-13*^  to  the  intermediate  letter,  it 
is  hardly  possible  to  push  ihc  analysis.  >  Co  \-&  and  ercn 
1-9  hang  together  too  closely  to  be  resolved  into  more  than  one 
letter  (cp.  Clemen  in  TLZ.^  1897,  560  f.;  Rohr,  pp.  \o»  f.^  but 
it  b  the  supposed  dilTorcnce  of  situation  between  8  and  9  which 
started  not  onljr  Semkr's  theory  (9  =  a  separate  tetter  to  the 
Chriitians  of  Achak),  but  more  recently  A.  HalmcrsJ  drastic 

•  Cp.  Clemen's  diieuBHon,  Siihtilliikktil,  pp.  sSf.,  and  Pnultu,  I.  77-7I, 

t  So  Sokolowiki  cnipliaticaUy  {l>i*  ftrgrifi  Ctiit  u.  l.eitn  M  Pamha, 
1903,  pp.  ii6(..  I44f.)(  and  M.  Dibclitu  [Dit  Gtisurirttl  im  Glsuitmdn 
Ptutui,  1909,  61 C). 

i  Thoae  who  defend  the  paiMKe  In  In  prcKtil  pmition  lake  thii  line 
of  intetpreiaiion,  ai  if  raul  ntcre  franldy  confeuing  an  pxpcriciica  whkh 
lavouicd  Io  sotneof  cowaidiet(aoeq)c«ially  Heinrid). 

gCp.  Holiimano'a  rertcw  In  CCA.  (IQojl  667f..  of  hia  D*r  wtmiu 
KfimlktrMif  Jei  Afaittli  Paulm.     Gru»kMich*  unJ  IJIirittHrkrititfAt  \ 
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reconstniclion  of  three  lettere:  A  —  i'-*  t'-i"  7*-8*  ij", 
B=io>-i3»  and  C-i'-^  a'*-7*  g.  13"",  A  and  C  being  put 
togetti«f  about  a.d.  100,  wbcn  6^*-j*  j""'*  and  4**- •  were 
cdiloriaDy  added,  whilst  li  was  not  incoqioriled  until  sflcnrards. 
The  deletion  of  the  two  latter  passages  as  non-Pauline  (allied 
to  the  ep.  of  Barnabas)  is  faltil  10  this  theory.  The  discovery  of 
a  flaw  in  the  juxiaposicion  of  1"  and  1'"-  is  due  to  prosaic 
exegesis,  and  the  failUTc  to  sec  that  i'^-  implies  s  second  visit 
obliges  the  author  to  posit  this  visit  between  the  coniiMsition  of 
A  snd  B,  in  fulfilment  of  the  promise  made  in  1'"-.  C  was 
written  immediately  prior  to  the  niwttle's  last  visit.  Some  of 
the  obviow  difficulties  in  tim  complicated  scheme  (B^the 
appendix*  to  a  letter  from  the  Macedonian  churches  which 
the  Connthiaru  took  u  an  irurroKii  CTwrrarot^  cp.  3"- 1)  are 
avoided  bj  Vdher  {Pauius  und  aine  Britjt,  pp.  74  f.},  who 
advocates  the  identification  of  10-13'°  with  the  Intermediate 
Letter,  but  aeulius  quam  veriut  eliminates  i"'"  i'«''-4*  4"'-s''  5'* 
6'*-7*,  and  8*  Oom  1-9,  13""  as  matter  due  to  a  later  editor 
or  cditofs  (see  above,  p.  113).  The  criticism  of  Halmel  would 
apply  even  more  stringently  to  Lisco's  keen  attempt  on  similar 
lines  (^Dit  EnsUhung  dts  twHttn  Karinlhtrbriefei,  Berlin,  1896} 
to  find  three  separate  epistles  in  A=  10-13""  with  fii'-;'  between 
i>t»and  ia*»,  B=  i'-6"  with  ia"-»  and  7*''  9.  >3"",  »nd  C  = 
7*-S**,  an  attempt  which,  in  \i\%  Judaumui  Triumfhitlus  .•  Sin 
Ba'fntg  sur  AusltgMUg  dtr  svVr  Utilin  Kapittl  des  xveeiltn 
Ctriiaktrhntfn  (1896),  rightly  identifies  A  with  the  sharp  letter 
piesupposcd  in  B,  but  malces  C  the  letter  entrusled  to  Titus, 
while,  more  elaborately  still,  in  his  Vitmla  Sametorum,  Eim 
Btkrag  tttr  Erkldmmi:  der  Gtfan^tntchafltbritft  d<s  Apott. 
/bvJW(i9oo).  for  reasons  as  precarious  in  exegesis  as  they  are 

CtormJMH/M  (1904).  which  prncnti  a  icviud  fbnn  of  his  earlier 
■MMipaph  00  Dtr  VittkaftliibritJ  I'm  ttetirm  KeriHtk4Tbriff  (1S94}, 
MricwadbjrJ.  Weia  in  r/:^.,  1S94,  jijf.  Ilalmcl  appcuU  (pp.  Sf.)  Kia 
Uatdi critic,  E.  J.  Grcvr,  wlio  in  ilic  ihinl  voiunc  (1804)  of  hii  D*  Momm 
Ma  dte  AftiUt  Pamlta,  itU  ktt  Crisksth  vtnaaU,  mtl  Aanmtrtmgtui, 
tKptA  ihM  Tllw  left  for  D)rinlli  wilhoul  Paul's  Icttn,  which  v-u  wrltlen  u 
far  u  a  Co  S**.  ■nd  Ihil  the  icil  ini,  tddcd  by  the  apoatle  on  iccripl  of  Itc*h 
M«*  (r«n  CoriiHb.  J.  Weim"  atlempi  to  dtirci  ihc  iniccmedinie  Icttn  in 
Li'*-7*  lO''!}"  E^  10  proK  the  connection  l>riwc<ii  thciwoUueii«ction», 
«rto  jntifx  t>>c  Mjanuionuf  3'"'  fiom  iu  context. 

*  lUunaih  had  made  it   Ihi  *pficndtx   to  a  Ullcf   bom  the  Ephnian 
ilAi|aihi7). 
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Dl-tupportcd  in  tradition,  he  plicet  the  |)mon  epiittcM  in  tome 
Ephcsian  captivity  of  the  apostle ;  aftef  A  {aa  above)  come 
'I'itux,  Colossians,  and  Gpheiians  i>rcviotis  to  the  trial,  followed 
by  3  Timothy  and  Philippiaos,  and  then  B  C  (as  above)  with 
I  Co  15  written  afler  his  release  Some  basis  for  such  a 
reconiitiuctioi)  may  be  found  in  history,  but  none  exists  for 
Picison  and  Nabcr's  {VensimUh,  pp.  108 f.)  deletion  of  !•■'*■ 
ii.u.Mf.  ji.  i^Mi  5W  ,»^  ,  ,i_,3t.  lo-u  The  significance  of  Halrod 
and  Volcet  in  the  ciilicisni  of  the  Coriniliian  coneipondence 
mainly  consists  in  their  recoil  from  the  results  of  the  aberration 
which  some  yeais  ago  led  a  Dutch  school  of  writers  to  regard 
even  a  Cor.  as  a  romance  of  tlie  second  century  (cp.  *^.  van  ■ 
Manen,  OCi-  38-41).  ■ 

Scvcftl  more  or  len  plauiible  esatt  of  traninodilon  or  InierpaUiloo  nuy 
be  ntvn  io  llir  iriulltiotiaJ  text,  a'*"**  prohiily  hu  tmti  d»plxc«d  fretn 
iu  arig^nal  telling  after  i**  (Van  dc  Sande  Bakhuytcn)  or  lictirr  aficr  1", 
where  chronologiealljr  il»  contcnti  belpng ;  to  Laurent  {J^T  SlitJtrn,  pp.  14- 
iS).  Michelarn,  ind  Baljnn  (pp.  I4a-t4}).  Thit  leavu  an  admirable  and 
characieiiitic  juiupoiiuon  bciween  1"  (Saun'i  iiiai:hinallont)  and  a"  (C<x]'a 
civerruling  proviilencc).*  Upon  the  other  hand,  ih?  sttempu  to  iwUte  Sua 
icpBraicnoie  (Hagce.  p.  48af.),  wriuen  later  than  9  (Italjon,  pp.  150-153), 
or  as  part  of  the  InlermedUic  Lclier  (MicheJaen,  TT.,  1G7J,  424  ;  IIaj{gc), 
bnalc  down  for  much  the  «nic  rcatons  at  ihe  ognale  hn>'>tlieiu  thai  9  iueU 
wat  a  iut)tei|ucni  letier  tent  Io  ihc  Achalan  chuichn  (g',  v>  Scciiler).  Tha 
unity  of  the  utoation  preiuppoied  in  S  and  91x100  well-mukcit  tojatdfyaoy 
seruTation  o(  iho  chapter*  eiiher  horn  one  anolhcr  or  (rom  Ihe  l<lt«e  t-9. 
whute  lutfural  concluiion  ihey  fumiih  (cp.  Vottcr,  pp.  4^-94 :  Schnikdel, 
pp.  367-169^  aa  againit  Halmcl's  argument!  in  ibr  mtil.  Ker.  pp.  1 1-21^ 
In  9'  Paul  ii  feally  eaplainiii]-  why  he  nredt  in  »af  no  more  than  Iw  Iim  Mid 
In  8**.  Initcnd  of  being  inconiutent  with  what  precede*,  9'  dinchet  it,  and 
9*'*  BmplyihoiNB  that  he  felt  a  difficulty,  nni  unnatural  nndn  Ihc  cirevm. 
tlMiffeii  about  layint  athci  100  much  or  too  liiilc  on  tlie  dcllcaie  topic  of 
collecting  money.t  On  the  other  hand,  il"-)!'  hoi  all  the  appeanuite  of 
a  maijinal  tddllion  <cp.  Wrndl  on  Ac  9*'''*).  whirh  hat  tven  niitpliicvd  fioni 
11**^,  Of  of  aelouinteiruplitlg  the  tequenoe  (so  llottten,  HIIk-  ZttT.,  iSStt, 
aoo;  Schtniedel,  BaIion,cp.  //^T*.  6a9-6jo),  althouch  Uie  order  n"-"""- 
would  partially  eaie  ihr  tciinewhat  julil  y  irannltion  (tee  abora.  p,  laS);, 

'This  helpa  10  mrcl  llatiiiert  vehcnieni  olijeelion  (pp.  5Sf.)  to  ibr 
podiion  of  a'*-7*  in  the  csnooicBl  tpiide. 

t  With  8"  compare  Byran't  rrmMl:  to  Moore  (in  18*1) :  "  1  doubt  the 
Mcaracy  of  all  alinonert,  01  remillen  of  bcnerolcot  cath."  The  piecautioiu 
laden  wilh  tegird  Io  the  convey»nre  of  the  temple- tribute  are  oiiteiJ  by  Philo 
in  Dt  Sftt.  Lteiiul,  1.  (ripl  ItfMO,  %  i),  aol  xp^roii  iipiaiUmt  Ufvrtitrti  rOir 
Xnl^'M-  i/'ifTlrt^i  ttufHtirm,  /{  Uitrtii  at  {otinCrra'oi,  )(<V'''^'^'^o', 


SECOND  CORINTHIANS 


ia$ 


S  10.  Alltstation  0/3  Cor. — a  Cor.  is  quoted  by  the  same 
aathon  as  b  1  Cor.  (see  above,  p.  1 14},  after  Maicion  (q>.  Dicgnet. 
T.  iiT.  vd****)^  but  iu  earlier  aitnUlion  is  not  equally  strong. 
In  two  puragec  of  Tolykarp  (iv.  1,  vL  s)  tbc  language  recalls 
Rofoans  raibet  than  1  Cor.  (see  below,  p.  148),  and  vi.  1,  like  8»i 
and  Ro  ta>*.  probably  goes  back  to  Pt  j*  (LXX)  rather  than 
to  cither  of  these  Pauline  postages ;  on  the  other  hand,  ii.  a  (A  SI 

tyttfOK  avniv  l»  MHpuf  irai  ^fiat  iyfptV)  may  Ccho  4'*  (i  ty*lfilK  rov 

Ki^pto*'  1^9ovi-  nal  ^fia^  ffw  'Irivov  iyifi4i).  In  Ignatius  there  are 
apparent,  though  far  from  distinct,  reminiscences  of  6'"  ( =  £/>i. 
XV.  3,  wtrn-  ir  fl/uy  KarmKomTin,  iku  w^tr  yaai  Jiai  aiTO%  iir  ff'** 
#»t)  and  4"  (^Tntlt.  ix.  r),  |io*sibly,  too,  of  !•»  1 1*"  la'" 
{^J'AiiaJ.  vi.  3).  The  contents  of  Clcra.  Rom.  v.  5-6  ore 
inadequate  to  prove  the  usv  of  11^'^,  and  xxxvi.  a  can  be 
explained  apart  from  3'*,  as  can  Barn.  Iv.  11-13  ($">)*  and  vi. 
lit  (s'^  The  tndifl'crcnce  of  Clem.  Rom.  to  a  Cor.,  uken 
together  wiih  his  apfical  to  i  Cor.,  is  all  the  more  striking  as  the 
former  epjstle  would  have  served  his  own  purposes  of  exhortation 
with  telling  effect  It  is  perhaps  a  fair  inference  thai,  In  its 
canonical  form,  a  Cor.  was  not  as  yet  circulated  ihroughout  the 
cburehes  {cp.  Kennedy,  pp.  143  f.;  Rcndall,  88  f.);  possibly  it 
bad  not  as  yet  been  thrown  into  its  present  form. 

I  It.  rk  ^anyf^Ml  nmiftmdimt. — Th«  Syrinn,  Aimenlin,  mud  n'cD 
Kane  of  the  Lalin  cinircho,  tdmitlH  for  Bome  (Imc  to  iheir  NT  Gtnon  (In 
Elnia's  caMBXataiy  bciwrra  a  Cor.  ■tkI  Unl.,  fltrwhcrc  aflFi  Hcbrcwi) 
■a  aiaoayplial  letter  of  Piul  (o  (lie  Coilnihisn*  wliich  mlifimilly  licliingcd  10 
ibe  Attm  /WA'.t  and  ws*  trsnilalcil  into  L.a1in  and  Syiiw  during  ihe  Ihiid 
ccnniiy.  SMphaauuid  otticn  uk  Frnit't  advice  upon  (he  teaching  of  (wo 
CmwIo,  SimiM  and  Cleobiui,  who  have  arrived  at  Corin(h.  Paul,  who  U 
iiDpriacmed  al  Ptiifipfd,  nplirt  from  the  tlandpolnt  of  ihe  genuine  apouolic 
Indtliae.  This  ■o.ealled  (hitd  epitlle  10  ihe  Coilnihiani  (ImnaUled  by 
i/tob,  cp.  Moore's  ti/i  ef  Byrvn,  ■n.  169-175)  wm  once  defended  as 
BMkmlic  by  WUilon  and  W.  F.  Rinck  {Dai  Stnditknikm  d.  Ktr.  an  tUr 
Af*ilti  Pmlmt  H.  iHttr  Smiisik.  P.  an  ttit  AWiniifr,  iSajl,  but  (he 
centtfoadmce  is  obrioutly  composed  I  on  the  baiis  of  t  Co  }*  and  y'  by 


*  ^  ffTA.  1 1-11,  whrre  Baitlet  rai^eils  a  common  wutcc; 

t  Vettn  {7^.,  1895,  6aaL)con)ectuicaln  addition  a  rabbinic  midnshon 
ibe  TcsBrrcctioci.  Tbe  original  nte  of  the  coireipondcnee  in  the  Mia  Pauli 
■ai  GiH  proved  dclisHtly  by  C.  Schmidt  (AVm //itiA/j, /a.ir^,,  1897,  lipC, 
Ad*  P»uli  ams  dtr  JltiielUrgtr  iaftuiitn  fafyrmkanduJlrift  Nr.  I 
ttimmfgfftitm,  1904,  lasC). 

SJbh  aa  a  Co  la*  was  made  the  teat  and  occaaloo  of  ao  ira^arud* 
IbAav,  aocMiling  to  Epiphanius  {Ifair.  zviii.  taL 
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■II  author  who  iiood  no  ncacet  to  Paul  ihan  did  thewrnpoiM  of  (heThekk- 
Irgencit,  and  wlu3  wrnir  wtlh  leTurnncr  to  the  doctiiiie  ol  Bardnann  (cp. 
Setcndu'  caay  on  llie  ChriiColoi^  of  the  c(ifr<4|Hjnilcncc,  In  AUandfiatgin 
A.  MM  OtUiHgen  turn  jo  Gfttirttlag grwiiimil,  1898}. 

Foi  icti  and  litttatuic,  kd  P.  Vciicr'i  Tubingen  pro^rsinaie,  £>rr 
Afetrjflu  drillt  A'nimiJktrbru/  (1894) ;  LlrUmann't  k'bint  Ttxu  (11, 
19OJ)!  Zahn'i  GK.  n.  591-611 ;  Harnack  in  SBBA.,  190$,  3-JS.  "A  ACL. 
i.  J7-39.  W.  I.  so6-sc«i  and  KolITi  in  HNA.  i.  3l>ir..378l.,  U.  j6q,  38SI. 
The  Latin  vcnion,  dlicovcicd  in  1S90,  wai  puliluhed  bj'  &  Bri^r  aad 
Carri^rc  {.La  arrttfemtaiKi  afvetyfkt  dt  S,  fluii  tl  ibs  CtrimAuKs. 
Amitmu  vfritin  latiiu  tt  lraJuctien  <fu  lij-U  ArmiaitH,  1891) :  cp.  Hamacfc 
and  Biaike  in  TLZ.,  ittga,  7-9,  585-588,  Dceleman  in  Tki*!.  Simditn  {1909I 

(D)  ROMANS. 

LrTUAT(iic.—(d)Ediliona '—Locke, /Vni/>4ni/«  OH./ A'M'M(i73jhG-T. 
ZachaiiU't  Etitl.iTuiig{.\iM\\  Scnilci'*  /Wd/Amnt  [1769)1  C  F.  Uochow'* 
CtmmtHt.  ftrfttuui  (1806]:  Bclihuni  (London,  iSll];  R.  Cat  (//anw 
Kfmaitai,  London,  1614)1  Flall'i  IV^imvth  (1S15);  KIcc  <i83o); 
H.  E.  G.  Paulu^  <iSji):  BirnKkr  (1831) ;  Rciche  ircrm-i  trwr  amfukti. 
£r*/.clc.i83J-4)'illod8c(i83S)iOlihBuscn(i835)jFriu»ehe(l8j6H3)'i 
Rilck«rt'  <i8j9)i  K.  Haldanc  (1S41):  Main  |iK43)i  fUnnw  Nlclwn 
(Ui)>ci|[.  1S4J):  UautncBilni'Cfuuui  (1844)1  Keithmayr  (1845)1  YjtjtA 
(i&«S>:  "Ii!  Wclte'  (1847)!  R.  Knight  [1854);  A.  A.  Livprm<«  (Borton. 
1854)1  van  Hcnecl  1iHS4~9);  Bcelcn  (1854)1  rurdue  (Dublin,  1855); 
Thcduck  •  ( tSsfi.  tJ>K-  !>'  1841) :  NielKn  (Dcnmaik.  i8j6} ;  F.  W.  K.  Umbftil 
idtr  Briif  aitdit  Ktmtr,  ait/ dm  Gnmdi  dtt  AT  aiugtttH,  1856);  EwkM 
(1857)1  Dr.  John  Brown  (CdinburKh,  1S57);  G.  F.  jaiho  (1858-9):  S.  H. 
Tumar  (New  Voik,  1S59] ;  Dr.  Davkl  Brown  |(:iat|;uw,  1860)1  CoIcqm 
\Sl.  Paitfttp.  I*  Rm.  Ed. /ivM  a  miitiM.  /vinl  1/ vim,  1863)1  S.  L.  A. 
Ottioph(Erlanccn,  1865-6):  Hi»fanann(iS68)i  J.  Forb«i  (Edinbui^,  tS68): 
¥.  Driiuach,  Brit/  a.  4.  Kimtr  om  dtm  griuk.  Urltm  in  dat  Htkrmuht 
tieitntttt  u.  am  Talmud  u.  A/idrai(A  4Tlamltri  (1870)*!  Biiplng  (1870); 
II.  A.  W.  Moycf'  (1871)1  Volkniar  {1875)1  Mowt  Stuart*  (1876):  Reus 
11878):  Moulc (CMiAnli^  Bikk,  1879)1  KlofuUr  (tSSo);  God«t  (1879-80, 
Eng.  u.  lSSS)*i  01lrwnue(l88iC)i  E.  H.  Gillord  (in  Sf*^u^$  C»mm. 
188O*;  H.  K«lnMkc  I1SS4);  F.  Zlmmrr  (1887);  Klcinichmidl  (1888)1 
C  J.  Vaughan'(i89>»iDannb7(/^//i/C»w.  1690)  tC.  W.  Otto* (1891)1 
A.  SdOfci  (1891);  Updu*'(//'C.  1891)1  Jo-«It*  (1894)1  Lii^iToot  (AWci 
«H  Sffi.  Si.  Ptmi,  1895,  on  ■■~7<*]i  1'hllippl*  (^'nnkfurt.  1896)1  Conwir 
[Cmmemuriui,  Tant,  1897)1  J-  M.  Stiller  (New  York,  1897)1  Th.  lleu<M( 
(1898)1  J-  IJru>"mo«Kl(l»99):  Wdi4»(- Me)«r,  1899)' i  W.G.  Ruilicrl««l 
(IT.  and  anilyali,  1900);  Ceuletnaiu  (1901);  J.  Aea/  B«t*  (1901)1  Dtmwjr 
(£Cr.   1901)*:  Caivie  {CS.    1901)1    Schlatter*  (1901I1    Schat-PctrrMn 

■  On  the  pa(>utic  and  m«<IiKrai  cvmmmtarie^  mc  Saorday  aod  ilcMlkni, 
ppt  icriil-di  1  on  ihe  pre-Lolbcran,  tHnlOc'*  LtUhir  m.  Lttilurtum,  I.  tt, 
(1905),  be>ld«  the  eonspcciui  in  Mr)'cr'i  cd.  (Enc.  U.,  \V.  I*.  Dicham, 
Edin.  1873-1S74)  and  in  Gnire't  >n"iir^j)]h. 
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(/InuAtr  firin  tit  Rtmtmt.  1901) :  J.  van  Andel  fSrinr  nan  Jt  Rtmiinm, 
Eampcn.  1904)1  Snndiv  anil  HesilUm*  [/CC.  I90J)*1  Lktimnnn  (//AVT*. 
1906);  JalkhM  KSNT.'*  xffoj'w  G.  Rlchtcr  (1907)1  J.  Ni^lutuch*  (Ctfuw' 
mtmimriia,  1907) :  Z«hn  (ZK.  1910). 

If)  Slodiei.— H.  E.  C.  Paulut,  rff  vrigimihat  Paitli  rfisltla  «d  X»m. 
Ucaa.  iSoit:  Bui  (TlMng.  Zriliikr.  f.  ntet.,  iEj6.  SQf)*:  R.  Rothr. 
Britf  P.  v>  dif  R.  frtiitl  11851)1  Th.  SchotI,  a^rr  /fiMnertritf,  utKtm 
EtUttrtU  ihbI  C'tdtBttrntai^  naik  aaigfltft  (iSjSlj  W.  Muigold,  Jtr 
Jfimirtrte/ u.  ^ /tn^Hitr drr  rtm.  Geituimle  ttS66) :  BeyKhlaK  tS/C.ttb], 
pp.  6*7  f):  SdienM(W.  v.  10&-116):  Baut*s /\in/kii  (Eng.  ii.  i.  jitL]; 
Wc4atc)Mt  \Bja*r«.  JihIuIu  Tktti.  {t%^^)  ^8t  ;  M.  ArnoM.  .9/.  PanlttitJ 
i\tlUlm\Hitim  (lS;6,  ch.  L)  1  Kcblc.  Slmlia  S/urv  (1S77.  45-147  on  t'-^)  ; 
Hotuoi  1//V.,  1S79,  9$f,  ju''.  6gof.)*l  Grafe,  MiVr  t^/raniasmtg  », 
Zwttk  J.  Mtmtrbri^i  (1881)*;  A.  Klotlamanii'ii  Kerrtitiiriu  1.  HiJUr. 
SrMmnf  J.  K^mfrtrif/ii  (Cotha,  i8Sih  W.  Mangold,  ittr  Jtfmtrkritf 
>.  Miw  gatk,  VtrvitialttiHttn  11884);  Lorcn),  4ai  Lihrsytttm  im 
JFMwr<n[/(tS84) ;  ScbDiei  {,EB.*\  \  v%a  Mtncn,  ifr  britf  odx  4I1  Ktmtimm 
11890):  HilgcnTcliKZJt'r..  tSgi,  )9^J47)>  Liddon,  f  J/Zami/Drir  rfuM^f/f 
11893)1  Hon,  Xmun/wn/^/^otdMi (1895)*!  A.  C- HcailUin ( £' 7*.  1894-5)1 
H.  W.  Jacobiu.  A  Prvilim  in  NT  Crititism  <i9«i),  337  f.  i  Denney  {S*f* 
m,-^,,  *  The  TlwoloQr  or  Ihc  £piMlf  10  Ihe  Romins')*  ;  A.  RuIicxsod  {DB. 
It.  195-306):  Feint,  At  A\^criru^ Itgoj);  C.  Sttaai^,  i/ /tnnn»  Jii  S. 
nttit  mlU  lilUr*  ai  Xnniaii  (RoniEi.  l<)oj)i  Pftddeter,  t/n.  1.  149^ 
(Eng.  It.  i.  >iif.):  Bahntcn  {P.W.,  1904,  l6--ji|l  *(>i>  Do>ischllU,  Vrt.  pp. 
iilL:  D.  Voltti,  Aim/hi  u.  itint  Britft  (1905),  pp.  135-1181  ttiipfeld. 
Ar  XMwr«n>^  (1905)1  B.  J.  Knowling,  TdilimnHf  f/  S/.  /\im/  Iff  CAriil 
(190J.  pfxfior.iii  (..4651.)^  Zahn(fi»/.  tl  11-34} iO.  Richtn*!  A'nlnVir^ 
/ttimiuit  l/mfttiKdtMngtnlBfT.,  190S,  xii.  6.). 

3  t.  CMUnts  and  outUtK. — Special  literature :  C-  P.  Schmtd 
(Dt  tfht.  m/^.  fOMfi/fV'.Tilbingen,  tSjo);  Kicnc,  Z><u  RSmtiirief 
*.  dot  Joh,  Evglm  (1868),  ppl  i-4z;  E.  Walther,  InAall  umd 
Gidamhtngang  d.  R^mtrhriefi  (1897). 

hSta  a  brief  iniToduclion  (■'O-  ^xv^  explains  why  he  had 
never  been  able  at  yet  to  viiit  the  Roman  chinch,  although  he 
had  hoped  and  still  hoped  to  do  so,  in  the  course  of  preaching 
ibc  gospel  Meanwhile,  he  proceeds  10  «tati-  that  gospel  as  the 
ohibition  of  God's  Simuoffwn;  Jk  irurrtux  f«  »iffT»f  ( I '"1^)  for  all 
aen.  This  forms  the  ihcmc  of  what  follows,'  In  i'»~3"  the 
Deed  of  such  a  SuranNnVif  is  proved  by  the  fact  that  Gentiles 
(i"*")'  and  Jews  (a'-j*)  alike  had  missed  it.  Bui,  just  as  the 
■postlc*!  rdigioui  philoiojihy  of  history  has  dipped  into  almost 

*  On  3,  cp.  Dr.  Jai.  Moriwn'i  monogtiph  (1866},  and  G.  W.  Mkithias' 
EMfHitii*  f#rjwA  (Cawri,  1857)1  on  i-j,  E,  Wrlwi'a  emy  \BFT..  1905, 
(«. 4) on  'die  Etciiehengcn  von  Rnm  i-Ji.  Miuionipnuiido  Piulut.' 

•I'ot  the  AlciandtUniniliiof  i'**cp.  Schjultia  ZNH'.,  1903,  75-78. 
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unrelieved  glooni,  it  is  brighltned  by  the  t}osit!*v  fact*  that  I 
Jesus  Christ  (3*'")  God  had  revealed  his  Swanwunj  to  the  fiitb 
of  man,  whether  Gentile  or  Jew.  Faith,  however,  had  been  in 
the  world  before  Christ,  and  so  had  revelation,  particularly 
within  the  sphere  of  the  Jewish  Law ;  Paul  therefore  lums  for 
B  moment  to  show  how  the  Chriilian  gospel  of  iucaiotnvij  by 
faith,  tiute.-id  of  being  at  variance  with  the  spiritual  order  of  the 
OT,  was  identical  in  principle  with  the  very  f»iih  of  Abraham 
upon  which  the  Jew  prided  himself  (4'").  Returning  to  the 
[Msitive  and  blissful  consequences  of  the  uni^'crsal  SmtMrw^ 
revealed  in  Jesus  Christ  (5'""),  he  throws  these  into  relief  against 
the  sombre  mults  of  the  fall  of  Adatn ;  life  had  now  supcraeded 
death,  grace  had  triumphed  over  un.  But  the  supersession  of 
the  Law,  so  far  from  relaxing  the  moral  bonds  of  life,  only  laid 
higher  obligations  on  the  soul  of  the  believing  man  (6>^).  Tbb 
leads  the  apostle  to  describe  the  struggle  of  the  soul  between  the 
Law's  demands  and  the  thwarting  power  of  sin,  a  conHict  between 
the  spirit  and  the  flesh  (7"-)  which  can  only  be  resolved  by  the 
interposition  of  Jesus  ChTi»i.t  'llie  faith  which  identi&es  man 
with  hira  invests  hfe  with  the  divine  Spirit  (8"-),  which  is  the 
sole  guarantee  of  a  sound  life  in  the  present  and  of  security  in 
the  future. 

At  this  point  there  is  a  certain  break  in  the  argument. 
Hitherto  he  has  been  mainly  engaged  in  a  positive  statement  of 
his  gospel,  prompted  by  the  charges,  which  were  liable  to  be 
brought  against  tt,  of  being  ethically  mischievous  or  iriefTectivc 
The  following  section  reverts  to  the  thought  underlying  passages 
like  a'^  4'.  The  gracious  fellowship  enjoyed  by  Chritttaits 
with  their  Cod  through  Jesus  Christ  (8*^)  sadly  reminds  him,  as 
a  warm-hcBTlcd  Jew,  of  the  fact  that  the  very  ]>coplc  who  should 
have  been  in  the  direct  line  of  this  Sinaioaiyri  were  standing  as 
a  nation  outside  it  (9''').  How  was  this  unbelief  of  Israel,  the 
ancient  people  of  God,  to  be  reconciled  with  the  justice  and 
promises  of  God?     Paul  addresses  himself  J  to  this  problem  in 

'  For  IB  ugumcDl  that  j*^-'  originally  Uy,  iniltait  of  t",  alio  l",  aa^^ 
wu  foUowcd  by  5-4,  MC  D.  V<Slirr  In /A'JC.  (rgog)  iSo-iSj.  ^H 

t  Cp.  Enscl'i  exhaustive  monoenph,  Ikr  K«mffam  Rim  vA'(l9o>).  ^B 
X  The  kntinomjr  of  this  purioiic  oalliunt  (partly  due  lo  the  Inling  thai 
the  ntotjvca  of  a  rcoegule  ini|;hl  be  luipectcd),  or  divergence  into  a 
BalloiM&ilc  oodook,  b  one  of  the  maa  charuicriitie  fmiures  in  p«ul.  tli* 
kKEHMU  philmoph}'  of  hiUory  u  ■uddcniy  ihul  ocmu  l<y  a  iin<n|;  pn»oTul 
enioiioD.     llaiurMh  hu  Mtnewhete  lenurkcd  (hat  if  Piul  hid  not  ipeul 
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■.t.  Re  begins  by  pointing  out,  aa  he  had  already  don«  In 
4'*-  (cp.  Ro  a**-**X  tl***  even  in  the  OT  there  were  traces 
of  God  discriminating  between  the  bodily  children  of  the 
patriarcbt  (9^),  and  that  mere  physical  descent  had  never 
entitled  a  Jew  to  the  promises.  Besides,  he  adds  (9'*'*),  nettled 
at  the  id^  of  Jewish  pride  and  presumption  daring  to  charj^e 
God  with  unfaithfulness  or  injuMice,  cannot  God  do  as  He 
pleases P  la  not  His  freedom  sovereign?  "Here,  to  speak 
plainly,  Paul's  argument  has  got  into  an  imfass*.  He  is  not 
able  to  carty  it  through,  and  to  maintain  the  sovereign  freedom 
of  God  as  the  whole  and  sole  explanation  of  human  destiny, 
whether  in  men  or  nations"  (Denney,  EGT.  ii.  664).  He 
braftks  away  by  quoting  from  the  LXX  in  order  to  prove  that 
God's  apparently  harsh  methods  «riih  the  Jews  had  a  lai^er  end 
in  view,  vit,  the  election  of  a  people,  Jewish  and  Gentile,  on 
the  score  of  faith,  so  (hat  the  doom  of  the  Jews  was  their  own 
bult,  conststir)g  in  a  stubborn  refusal  to  enter  into  God's  giealcr 
plan  (9"*).  They  are  to  blame,  not  Cod  (9'«-io*').  He  had 
made  righteousness  by  faith  open  and  accessible  to  all ;  XimA 
could  twt  plead  lack  of  opportunity  and  warning.  Finally,  Paul 
tries  to  sees  a  ray  of  light  in  the  dark  tragedy  thus  enacted. 
Isnel's  unbelief,  be  contends,  is  only  partial  (11'")  and  (ti"^-) 
teoDpomy;  it  may  have  a  providential  purpOK  (so  that  the 
Gentiles  need  not  boast  over  their  leu  favoured  neighbours, 
I  !"■**;  cp-  Ramsay's  Pauline  and  oiher  Stadks,  1907,  119  f.) 
in  itining  them  up  ultimately  (1 1**''*)  to  claim  their  heritage  in 
the  messianic  kingdom.  I^  God  has  shit  uf  all  under  dis- 
oMknat  tMal  tt/ron  all  He  may  haw  merty.  The  vision  of  this 
gloriooc  consummation  stirs  the  apostle  to  an  outburst  of  solemn 
■dsntkm  (11**),  with  which  the  whole  section  fidy  closes.* 


I 


UmMlf  lo  the  •uvJoe  of  J«ftu.  he  would  have  thed  hU  blood  with  sonw 
other  oUivcs  of  Tamu  on  Ihc  milt  of  Jnimlcm  in  A.D.  701  >nd  Ihit  puuee 
ibowt  how  UmlisKKU  pcuiMinn  Slckcicd  up  intlde  his  Chritildn  outlook, 
ctaa  la  Spiu  of  the  Ucitment  he  rc<«iT«iJ  liom  Jewt  and  JuduiU  alike.  Cp. 
the  pcewnt  writcT*!  PiemimJ  Pailmiim  I1910),  pp.  66  f. 

*  ii"'  roondt  olT  i-tl,  u  well  u  9-11  (cp.  Buhl  In  SK.,  18S7, 195- 
}J0}.  Wtwl  PkoI  hu  in  mind  »  not  k  Judiiiing  tendeocy  amone  the 
Jeoiab  ChriukM  at  Rome  in  ]i*rtii;uliii,  but  the  i^nrnJ  and  pcrplttlng 
r|iiiaWwi  cf  JndaiBn  in  fcUlion  lo  the  new  faith  of  the  KaiqwI.  On  the 
AU\—ir  of  the  whole  pauage,  tee  Goic'i  paper  in  SB.  iii.  ('  The  BCgutnent 
of  R«in  IX.-1L').    The  literature,   u|i  to  1S97,   b  xuRiniiiriud    iii   II,    J. 

iioiuMna't  A^rn.  ii.  171  r. 
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Applying  (oSr)  the  thought  of  God's  merqr  and  lis  oblifjationa 
(la'''),  Kml  now  sketches  the  ethic  of  Christians  m  mcmbert 
of  the  church  (la*")  •  and  of  society,  and  as  membera  of  the 
St«c  (ij''");  love  a  to  be  the  supreme  law  (i3*'"),  ttid  the-j^ 
nearness  of  the  end  the  .tupreme  motive  to  morality  (13"'").        fli 

These  thoughts  of  mutual  charity  and  of  the  impeDdinu  ' 
judgment  are  still  before  the  apostle  {i4''">J  as  he  leaves  the 
plane  of  general  ethical  counsels  for  that  of  a  special  practical 
problem  which  was  vexing  the  Roman  church,  viz.,  the  question 
of  abstinenoe  or  non-alxttinence  from  food  ofTcred  to  idob.  1 
Sheer  anxiety  about  petsonal  purity  (1^^"}  was  leading  some  f 
to  be  over-scrupulous  at  Rome,  while  the  stronger  Christians  were 
prone  to  judge  such  sensitive  brothers  hastily  and  harshly,  and 
to  live  without  due  consideration  for  weaker  members  of  the 
church  who  might  be  offended  by  their  serene  indifference  to 
such  scruples-  After  laying  down  the  general  principle  of  in- 
dividual responsibility  (>4'~"),  in  order  to  rebuke  ccnsoriousnesa, 
he  appeals  nobly  to  the  majority,  who  were  strong-minded,  for 
consideration  and  charity  towards  the  weaker  minority(i4**-i5^ 
Towards  the  close,  the  plea  broadens  into  a  general  J  appeal  for 
Christian  forbearance  and  patience  (15'*).  which  finally  streams 
out  into  an  exhortation  (15^'^)  to  all,  Gentile  and  Jewish  Chris* 
tiant  alik^  to  unite  in  praise  of  God's  mercy  to  them  in  Christ. 

In  a  brief  epilogue  (is'*''-),  Paul  justifies  himself  for  having' 
written  thus  to  the  Kuman  Christians,  by  alleging  his  apostolic 
vocation  1  he  tells  them  (1$"')  of  his  future  plans,  which  include 
a  Tutt  to  Rome  on  his  way  from  Jerusalem  to  Spain  ;  then  with 
an  appeal  for  their  prayers  and  a  brief  benediction  the  letter 
doses  (i5"^> 

§  1.  Tht  sixteenth  thapitr.  —  Special  Uleralure: — Kegger- 
mann  {4t  Juplid  efittaiae  ad  Rom.  affttniiet,  1767);  Semler** 
t^raphrAsit,  pp.  J77-31 1 ;  I>.  Schuli  (SK.,  1839, 609  f.)  J  SfHtta's 
Urc.  iii.  i,  pp.  6  f. ;  Moffalt,  HNT.  J09  f. 

*  For  varrt  ry  Ini  tt  b^  (ia*J  read  r.  ry  frn  n  H  l-iur  (cp.  Ac  5** 
X^r  ttnl  riM  itii6r).  with  Baljon  and  V(ill|{nff  \Mittm»'jrHt,  1901,  150). 

t  Th«]r  wm  v(][euirlniu  sni)  total  sbitalnets.  The  rormn  prictioe  (cp. 
Ton  Dolnchuii,  Urt.  pp.  396  T.)  wu  not  oonfinrd  lo  Jen;  the  oeo- 
Pythi|[ortu»  ind  ihc  Oqihic  todetin  rnvourcd  it.  Hui  the  hi|>h  rtiimtie  of 
the  laMMh  (14')  uiQteiu  tlui  Ihoe  ucakef  hrelhicn  wcic  JcwKh  Qiiitliani. 

XThrtc  l(  no  hint  liiat  in  Ij"-  Paul  it  turning  (w  I'aulni  ted  Bettboldl) 
to  addicB  the  Imileri  nf  ihi  chur«h.  Piul  dun  nM  vlilnu  (li«  /mX^la 
of  Rome,  uiil  I  j"  Iiii|i1iet  ihc  |[eiKra]  body  of  the  local  ChrittUni. 
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Since  the  qtietttonit  or  the  nature  and  needs  of  the  diurch 
10  which  the  epistle  was  written  depend  upon,  rather  than 
delennine,  the  problem  of  its  literary  struclure,  it  will  be  cx>n' 
venient  to  discuss  the  latter  Arst.  In  order  to  clear  (he  way,  it 
is  necessary  to  recognise  the  evidence  for  the  hypothesis  that 
d).  t6  did  not  belong  to  the  original  epistle;  (a)  td*'-'^  re- 
presenu  a  later  conclusion,  added  by  some  Paulinist  editor 
(so  Rciche,  Kreyhl,  Mangold:  pp.  44 f.,  Schiircr,  Hilgcnfcld, 
de  Wetie,  Volkmar,  Luchi,  Lipsius,  von  Soden,  PRdderer, 
Hollzinann,  W.  Uruckner:  Chron.  pp.  184-185,  Wcizt&cltcr : 
AA.  i.  381,  Baljon:  pp.  37-40,  Vblter,  Jiilicher,  R.  Scott, 
Conaea,  etc);  and  ifi)  16''**  is  a  special  note  addressed  to  the 
church  of  Ephesus. 

{«)  i6*-*  it  noi  umplyan  lrci:l«v>nt  (Buon, /A/.  1899,  16)1-176)  IjuI 
lA  ua-PkuUnc  liiute,  evidently  (cp.  Jud  *"-)  modellcil  on  lomc  *tei«ilypcd 
J<wUh  fofm  of  bcnccticliun  (cp.  MnnKolJ,  pp.  44-Jtll.  >n(J  limthing  the 
■taokphnc  ol  ihc  litei  cpUiles  to  Tinioiheui  uid  Titui  (and  of  Kplictiani). 
The  MUkkn  of  lucli  ■  Aa\a\o^  b  u  uncuinipled  in  Paul't  cof  ropondcnce 
«  the  dsAnilloD  of  Gwl  u  tAt  ml/  tuiti  or  tUmai  *nd  of  th*  icriptiire  u 
fnfidliti  while  (he  ulcnce  upon  the  fiisr^ptai' dutine ''n't  «//n)d/ outdoes 
<i|wiwii)iM  like  Cot  I*  and  it  liaidly  consonant  with  Ro  1'  j".  CoraeD 
(ZA'IKi  1909,  }l  f.|  |i(ot>il>ly  goo  licyond  the  matk  in  isiicnin);;  lu  origin  lo 
HatdoaJliflp,  but  ml  uiy  rate  ii  doci  not  betiay  Paul't  mind. 

{i]  Tlwt  Ro  t6''"  ctilaini  a  note  which  did  not  originally  belong  lo 
PmT*  RoBin  cpinle  11  a  widely,  though  not  anlvenally,*  acoepled  hyputhe«iv 
•hkh  hu  hern  under  diacuBion  for  nouly  ■  ccntuty  and  a  half.  Mod 
pralAbly  the  notct^nint,  nut  wiih  v.>  (.srhuli,  Hiticlil.  Kii'ald,  pp.  43S-4JO1 
Sdidrer,  Ru%  Lauretu,  vui  Klujn,  rfleidem.  Mangold  :  Jir  Mimtrlnr/, 
PP>  136  f'Jl '"'t  wilh  T.'  [Lkhhoin,  Wci»,  Kenan,  Lucht.  Lipiiui,  Vbller, 
MM  Sod«t>,  Me.);  it  rnib,  not  with  v.*  (Eichhom,  Ewald,  Schuli,  Keuu, 
ffiaan.  Mucoid,  Lucht.  WcUi.  Lipout,  Voltei,  von  Soden,  Richtci)  nor 
<*en  oilier  (lonie  ciitics,  Lg.  Lament  and  Ifitiig,  breaking  ofTai  v.'*  at 
M  «.■*,  u  lUuuBlh.  Pllcideru,  Krenkcl,  Schmiedel).  Init  vilh  v,*  (w> 
Wcktfdwr,  McCitTcii  and  Julichet.  llolsicn  and  R.  Scoti  ncedlculy  omitlinu 
ty.''^t    While  tT.""  might  well  go  witJi  Ro  15",  it  it  not  Paul'i  way  lo 

*  For  an  that  eaa  lie  aald  on  the  cMher  side,  conmlt  SchUlttr**  ankle 
{JSJC.,  1SS6,  pp.  $87  C|,  the  diuuBioni  of  Jocquier  (i.  pp.  177  f.),  and  Zohn 
{Bint.  i.  371  L\  At  remarki  of  Saniluy  and  tlirodlain  {tf.  lil.  pp.  xciii  f., 
416  f.),  Mid  Midi  In  £r/.*  vii.  75  I. 

t  •'  It  B  generally  aanimed  that  the  men  leferred  t»  [in  *»,•*•)  were 
JewUi  OiriMlMH,  timply  bcoiiiMi  I'aul'a  antagonltt*  );rner«lly  belonged  to 
tiM  cImb;  bM  there  it  nothing  in  the  pauage  itwif  to  iugge»t  ihlt.  The 
phMble  ukI  eloquent  talk,  the  love  of  good  feeiling.  and  the  implietl 
Mmraption  of  wivlom,  point  rather  10  Grtvk  adicniutrrH,  whci,  when  they 
Ulcd  cUeohctc,  wiiighi  to  impale  on  llie  limplicily  of  the  ChiliiJans  " 

.  J.  Dnunotond,  p.  j^i). 
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add  nlulBlioni  tRet  m  Gial  Amen,  and  the  pauage  connecli  evcabctlci  vtib 
16''",  ihaugcH  it  nuy  have  origlnjilly  Uln  iKoeniiecke,  JUNcher)  belwwB  «." 
and  v.".  It  i»  needltsi  to  legnrd  v."  u  a  matjjinal  note  of  Paul  lo  »." 
(Lautcnl).  01  xo  put  ""(oniiuini;  *  7ii|>)aflc[  '•(Itiljon,  pp.  JS*3*''  <b«igh».* 
U  tnoie  likely  to  have  crept  in  [loiu  the  aurt^n  (Gioliut,  Lauieni}  Ihao  to  bare 
been  displaced  from  after  v."  (BIsBS  and  Baljon,  p.  Jj). 

Whilkt  the  leller  ii  not  eiprcwly  direclcd  to  Ephnui,  iherr  U  UMh  In 
lU  ecntcnii  which  points  10  thai  city  and  church  ax  ili  original  deilin»UM. 
When  all  i>  aid,  it  ia  inconceivable  thai  Paul  could  have  intitnalely  knoon 
ao  many  Individuata,  and  heen  aoquainled  with  ihcli  local  drninitEancci  and 
historiei,  in  a  church  like  that  of  Rome  lo  H-hirh  he  <nu  as  yet  pcnonalljr 
a  itrangci.  The  (one  uf  Kiiiiutn*  militaln  acainni  such  an  idei.  la  Ro 
1-15  ihc  apoBilc  has  been  wiiting  u  a  slranEcr  10  straneeri.  without  belraytng 
— even  at  points  where  such  a  reference  would  have  been  telling  and  suilabk — 
any  trat^  iif  prrional  ftiendhliip  with  the  nieiiibcrii  uf  the  church  or  firw-hand 
knowledge  of  thdi  local  environment  and  situation.  Oecasjonilly,  it  ii 
true,  he  doe*  evince  wmc  knuwlc.lgc  of  the  general  raurw  of  ovcnil  (t^. 
in  I4~t5}  within  the  Roman  community,  but  never  more  than  what  «xhiIi1 
pettolaie  to  him  through  the  ordinary  channels  of  hearsay  and  tepod. 
Such  incideniil  hmiliariiy  with  the  Roman  lilnaiinn  liy  no  mnnt  Itnptln 
■he  presence  of  friends  upon  the  spot  who  had  supplied  him  wilh  in&mnatioN. 
Upon  the  other  hand,  the  wealth  of  individual  colour  and  detail  in  ■ft''** 
pmuppotrt  a  tpheir  in  which  Paul  had  raided  and  worked  fur  a  ccoiider- 
ablc  lime.  He  knows  the  people.  lie  can  appeal  to  them,  and  even  speak 
authoritatively  lo  them.  Now,  aa  he  wrote  probably  from  Corinth,  the  only 
other  city  hIiIcIi  an^wett  aptly  to  ihli  desciiption  ii  Ephctui,  where  Paul 
had  had  a  prolonged  and  varied  experience  i  indeed,  several  of  the  names 
in  Ihi*  note  are  connected  more  or  Ie»  directly  with  that  city  or  with  Ana 
Mlnw :  *^,  Epncnttut  (v.*  irapx*!  'fi"  'Atflai),  and  Atjuila  and  Piisem  (v.*), 
who  were  at  Ephcsus  immediately  before  Romans  was  written  (Ac  tS"  *, 
cp.  I  Co  t6'*),  and  uppaienlly  w«e  there  (i  Ti  4")  not  long  afierwatdt. 
ThcK  are  ilie  fiiti  meniliHied  in  the  note,  and  the  (cfcrcnoe  in  I  Cm.  and 
here  10  Ihc  houscchutch  of  Aquila  and  Pritca  tells  against  the  likelihood  of 
a  sudden  migtatiun  on  the  [atl  nf  thii  devoted  pair. 

Kurt  her  m'lie,  the  sharp  warninK  againsl  hetctitj  and  Khixmatics  (w."^ 
suits  Rome  at  this  period  lets  well  than  Ephe«us,  where,  then  aa  after, 
wardi  |i  Co  1^*,  Ac  10™-,  Apoc  i"-),  ttouhle  of  this  kind  wax  in  itie  air. 
There  b  no  evidence,  even  from  Romans  it»elf,  lo  inilicate  the  exidence  of 
tiXtVToaiti  and  vtirtaXa  among  the  Kumin  Chiitiiant  of  that  day.  Cod* 
Iriivcny  aipiintt  false  teachers  is  conspicuouslf  ab«cnl  from  Romana.  and  K  b 
extremely  difficult  10  reconcile  this  outburst  of  Paul  with  the  traits  of  Ro  l->J< 
even  when  wc  identify  the  crtotlw  with  Greek  adventutcit  lathet  than  Jcnith 
Chrialian  antajconisu.  Least  convincing  of  all  is  the  suggestion  (Zahn)  ibal 
Paal'i  language  here  resemhie*  lh«l  of  Gal  l*  j'.  Ph  3"- 1  lliesc  wamiogs  MC 
not  genuine  (m-iphylactlc  cnimselt,  InMrnuch  a*  the  trouble  had  already  bcpin 
fai  friilalia— which,  aa  even  Zahn  admits,  was  not  the  case  In  Rome  wtien  tbe 
apostle  wrote  —  while  the  intimate  relations  between  Philippi  and  Paul 
dilTerenliate  Phitlppioiu  materially  from  an  epistle  like  Koniant.  Nor,  Bgaia, 
la  It  lilMly  thki  tlie  apoMle  Was  raguely  warning  the  Roman  Chrlstlaiu  agfuiM 
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ifntiiU  w!mi  wen  ■Imd'r  trouliling  Mha  chucchn  and  might  it  nmr  futare 
dMt  Mukt  nItdiUf  In  the  opiul.  The  whole  point  of  the  CLiuntcl  la  toiit  If 
Ike  K«den  did  not  know  the  facii  and  pcnont  in  quciiion.  How  die  could 
tejr  omk  and  IniD  away  from  iheni  t  In  Bhurl,  the  tmot  of  iheu  wordl 
marie*  oM  an  oecauon  which  m<)[hl  pouibly  mite,  liul  a  peril  atrcafly  pretent, 
joM  sadi  ■  nluuion  u  wu  in  foice  in  Ephsu*,  where  inirignei  nnd  dirisiona 
(Ae  90^  "'}  wet*  ta  rife  that  ilie  ipodile  wu  4M«milti«d  tn  follow  hi«  utual 
method,  in  wch  cues,  o(  ■voiding  any  personal  intereoune  wiih  ihe  local 
flNVcb.  Hence  he  viilct  thi*  ncte  ut  waminc.  innitpornlinj;  hii  counsel  in 
PhaAc'a  Ictleti  whoic  tack  of  oddreu  pi>}bahiy  indicates  llijii  she  rni|;ht  vi*it 
otkcf  coaimmiiiei  in  the  di.stiicL  Sfi  in  ihii  light,  the  leiiei  auiimes  • 
nljr  luuoncnl  plKV.  Pot  while  the  diHianl  tone  of  even  a  pftuaco  like  15"'' 
ihowa  Ihu  the  apatite  wu  not  on  *uch  lermi  of  elote  intimacy  with  the 
KooMi  cfaatcfa  ai  would  prompt  the  pointed  language  of  16'*,  these  words, 
wb«t  addiMMd  to  Ephe«»,  are  eniiicly  appnirite.  Thi>  ii  borne  out  by  the 
eewUentiMi,  accepted  by  many  critic*  (10,  in  addiiioo  to  those  already 
■entioiied,  Fartar,  St.  Pant,  ch.  xxxvlii  Ijiuicnt,  NT  SittJifm,  pp.  31-38 ; 
Holwroann,  Kitl.  141-146 ;  Adcncy.  fJVT.  pp.  379-380  :  O.  Holitmann, 
ifr  ZfiifukuHi,  p.  tji;  Coat,  SI.  Pnu/,  pp.  11  (.j  Vatehxt, /tiainiiitt 
HwUmuamt  .Vadim  Nr^i.Ajf.;  uid  lliupt.  5A'.,  1900,  pp.  147-148I.  that 
the  note  ii  a  itole  of  reconimenilBtinn  for  Phixbe  l^avrcXi)  vHrraTiii))  i  foe 
hil  would  Mmcally  introduce  ■  pcrion  to  a  circle  01  circlcfi  In  which  he 
riirrlatil  ntne  inSucnce.  The  value  of  such  a  recommendaiian  would 
mMil]r  cxHMiM  in  <h«  wriler't  title  ti>  rc>>prcl  and  »l>ril!enc«  from  Iliotc  whom 
ha  •ddroaed,  and  it  is  ohvious  that  thi>  footing  of  intimacy  obtained  at 
EphoDi  iMbet  than  at  Rome. 

It  Bay  be  mf/tA,  on  the  oppc^Ic  nde,  that  thete  ChtiMian*  michl  hait« 
■iguied  to  Rome,  at  there  wu  eonstuil  communication  between  that  dly 
and  the  ptotinces  of  the  empiie.  In  ihc  abntrid,  ihii  it  quite  possible.  Bat 
ftt  pobl  fa  thai  wttcn  I'aul  wrote  KnmanE.  nA  luch  migration  had  occurred. 
AU  crideDce  (a*  it  ia  awaniing,  uid  the  ptobahililies  tell  Bgabu  such  a 
iollDs  ol  Paul'*  friendi  to  the  capital.  At  a  later  date,  in  the 
I  of  linae.  It  u  eonceiisble  thai  they  eradiially  migrated  to  Konie  in  hi* 
bouiepa,  ai  A(|uiU  and  Priica  did  pethipi.  Asiatics  conitintly  betook 
AtoKlve*  lyiher,  and  it  is  therefi>re  far  horn  reniaik able— and  by  no 
meaiM  a  &ml  ailment  agiiinst  the  above  theory  of  Ro  id''*"— that  almnd 
■U  of  the  namca  mentioned  in  this  note  have  been  found  by  arehicologiits 
(Cp.  Ucbdbot,  Pkiliffiaiu,  PPL  171  f.)  within  the  Roman  Crrfiui  Inttrif- 
UmKtm.  Most  of  the  names  are  &irly  common  tbtoughoui  the  Roman 
vorid  (cp.  LkUinann,  p.  7J),  whllct  faulf  ate  found  in  the  Oreek  *  Ctrpu 
imteriftinaim  iot  Alia  Minor  (wi,  c/.,  Epoenelui,  Hermes,  and  IIetm»). 
So  kr  a«  any  weight  can  be  attached  to  the  significance  of  nams  like 
Mm*,  Ampliatus,  Nemit,  and  A))ellct,  in  the  tuhi4<]urnt  liiKioty  oF  pnmitivg 
Chdilkllljr  Bl  Rome,  il  U  practically  inelevanl  to  the  present  ijueslion  | 
evM  iboo^  the  bearen  of  these  namn  could  be  safely  identified  in  enry 
one  with  ihos«  iMMioned  by  Paul   In  ihia  note,  it  would  be  a  far   from 


■  In  Itie  Epbesian  Gnoatic  JUHt  Jfhaamii  \t.   A-lh    160)   the  houic  oC 
AodfoaieM  (Ro  16")  i*  one  centre  of  aalviir. 
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ralid  inrercnoe  thnt  Iwaiuc  lh«y  axt  found  to  hivo  lojoiuncd  iftemrdi*  b 
Rome  Ihey  muit  lt»'e  been  there  when  Pjul  wrole  Konuni.  or  ttux  txh  I 
combiiuiion  of  n*m»,  Uteek,  Roman,  ■nd  Jewiib.  wis  impouiblc  outudc  (bl 
mixed  lower  pnpuUliiin  of  the  ojiilal 

Oidbid  (pp.  37-30)  rcgudi  16*'*'  m  piul  of  «  iccond  letter  wrltlefl  bf 
Tuil  after  hii  releue  from  the  fiisl  Koman  impritonment.  Thb  ihtorf 
(parliall)'  MilicipalinK  Spitta't)  fict*  <nn  ilic  rllfliculty  which  arltn  on  ibc 
cinoniail  view.  Uul  Faul  ooald  hudly  hatt  had  k>  maoy  pcmiuil  £iieniclt  in 
Rome  before  he  h>d  rmched  Ih*  capiuJ,  bol  it  U  not  more  probable  than  the 
vUw  which  hu  been  jiul  outlined.  Slmilaily  Eibti  (wrIiinK  in  ZKG.,  1901, 
pp.  114-1^1)  Undi  in  16'''**  a  nnie  written  by  Paul  lo  home  daring  his  lut 
voynt^e  u  a  pritonci,  and  fbrwudcd  by  lome  Ephntan  ChriMiuii  who  were 
free  (yci  cp.  1^),  in  order  10  let  the  Roman  Chriiiiani  know  ni  hts  arrival 
jAc  >S"}.  Theie  entvyii  hurried  on,  uodelajred  by  the  etigenciei  of  the 
apiikllc'*  voyafie,  and  were  iticmtelvct  ainoniE  ihe  perton*  in  be  ipeeicd  in  tl 
note,  or  (Jl  this,  however,  there  is  do  hint  in  the  note  iisdf,  and  the  theoif 
is  really  no  tmpmvemeiit  on  that  of  Semler.  who  r«gu<ded  16*'"  a>  de>i| 
for  Paul'i  frlendk  ouuide  Rome,  to  inlniduoe  Ihe  beaten  of  ihe  e|Hj(le. 
point  of  such  hypoihncs  is  10  espUin  how  the  note  came  10  be  aii 
Roiruin*,  bnl  lhi(  can  be  done  oiheiwite.  KIdihorn  iSiHl.  lii.  X4J 
16'''*  M  add[e«ed  to  Corinth,  while  Schenkcl  Ich  probably  regatded 
intended  foi  a)l  the  churchn  which  Phcebe  was  to  visit.  Still  mote  drastic 
but  etiiwlly  uiitatitfyinit  it  Kydcr'i  conjecture  {JBL.  189S,  184-198)  thu, 
llnce  fypa^o  liiiir  I15")  and  b  -rp^ini  rl|r  trurrAtit  {16")  have  the  aaroe 
tubject,  and  snce  the  latter  phrase  indicates  a  wei|>hl(e(  function  than  that 
of  an  anunuendi,  cha.  i5'-i6*'area  ft«ui»ent  wrilien  by  Tertlua  himaelf  not 
later  than  A.u.  64  befoie  the  Neronic  penecution.  If  M17  theory  of  the 
epistlc'icompfluEion  it  uiu^bt  alone  'hcK  line*,  Spitla'*  to  more  iegoiuout 
|Ne  IkIdw), 

Once  this  note  is  detached  from  Romans,  iti  dale  U  no  longer  d<TCi>d< 
upon  that  of  Ihe  larger  epiillr,  euepi  when  it  i»  ngatiled  a*  part  of 
Utijcr  EpheilBn  letter  which  hfts  been  incoiporateil  in  the  canotu'eal 
(ice  below).  Taken  by  itielf,  it  olTcrs  oo  Mcute  evidence  of  its  date 
place  of  wtitlnc.  l>eyond  ilic  tact  that,  when  vv."'*  ate  included  \n 
the  mention  of  Caius  (cp.  I  Co  t")  probibly  points  lo  Cotinlh  u  the  ctiUKb 
ftoiD  which  Paul  wrote  (cp.  Cenchre*,  lO').  If,  m  U  oihorwlie  likely,  the 
immediate  detlination  nf  the  note  was  Ephesui,  with  its  local  cimll 
chuTChes,  the  bet  of  Paul  sending  greetbgt  and  warnings  is  entirely  oon 
•nt  onth  the  liiiialion  ptctitppoiwd  tn  Ac  90  (mc  above).  1  he  de^ri; 
oi  Androniciu  and  Juntas  u,f*Uim-frkaiitn  \  \ty\  does  not  imply  that 


*  Vet.  in  the  tecim  avbaeqnenily  writiea  by  PmI  bom  Rome,  not  oea  1 
these  Chriwiau  is  evtt  meftlioned. 

t  In  a  further  study  (ZNIV.,  1909,  I>8'I47>  i95->iS, '  Zc!t  and  Zlal  d.^ 
Gmsc  Riiin  IfiH*  and  der  Mitlheitunecn  3  Ti  4**'),  Erbes  developet  tW* 
Iheoey  lO'i'ir^i'iSl''''  »Ti4"(/FrD  rfi4rt(»ieu  JroXeTlfl  eMrii  fiM  r*pr>^mA 
dXU  vdrm  i»  ^nrAiret),  which  ronitadlcM  the  hypothesis  Ihu  Paul  had 
Mdi  loyal 9up)xi«iei>  m  the  RoenanchuitbasRo  l6'''°(ontheordinu]rl 
UWDO,  really  tcfert  lo  his  eutici  trial  in  PalMine. 
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«i  is  ctptjiiljr  when  hearote  the  kltn,*  but  mcrety  that  theie  ChriMJHi* 
fi«  kimwir,  p«ilMp>  wlih  hinuelf  on  tome  occuion  (*i  EphetuietriMwhwe ; 
1^3  Co  il"t  Oeni.  Rom.  «.),  had  been  inciiccraleit, 

TIm  ottoarily  «Ucb  bcattt  Ili<t  cditinK  of  ihc  ["lulinc  epiitlct  Tor 
niMiniail  puipcncs  picv^fiii  lu  fioin  doing  more  than  con;cctuie  how  thli 
hsn  finir  (o  be  oppeculed  lo  Romani.  FVihapt,  nhpn  the  5nt  collcdian 
ntJOBD  up  «I  EfActuK  thU  local  noi«  WM  pcFtmrcd  by  hrinc  put  In  ihc 
ohtof  (he  buKcr  cpUile,  eipccJalljr  if  the  lailct  wu  lul  in  the  liit.  Aho. 
ilnMuned  the  mmca  of  icvcnl  who  adciwiids  became  prominent  in  the 
Aatfa  of  fUxne  (f ^.  Am|i1u<>u). 

j  J.  Sfntf/urr  and  inttgrity. — Soccial  literature  : — Riggtn- 
tacfa  (iWMf  yuA/^.  /  deuUche  TheiiL,  i8qi,  49S-515) ;  l.ighlfoot 
vA  ^Wi%  essajra  in  the  formct's  BWluat  Euays  (387-374) ; 
«»bni!x  (RTQfi.,  1900,  461-469);  Moffatt  (NJVT.  630  f.); 
Hunack,  {ZJVII.,  1901,  83  f..  on  1") ;  Godet,  /JVT.  I  395-407 ; 
Ziha'i  £in/.  j  la ;  R.  SicinmeU  {ZNfV.,  1908,  177-189, 
Tat-kriiisdK  Untersuchung  xu  Rom  i^;  P.  Corssen  {ZNW., 
1)09,  1-45,  97-ioj};  R.  Scx>it,  TA;  PauUnt  EfiilUt  (1909), 
9it;  K.  Lake  (.£*/.'  x.  504Sas)- 

The  teztuiO  phenomena  of  16"'''  (apart  from  any  queition 
c(  llieir  authorehtp)  are  sufTicienC  by  themselves  lo  suil  the 
bilha  ptobtem,  whether  the  canonical  form  of  Romans  docs 
m  represent  a  process  of  more  or  less  extensive  editing;.  The 
nKrtion  of  Ro  i6i-*3  |>roves  that  the  episile  a«  it  stands  did  not 
noe  from  Paul  ar>d  his  amanuensis  at  Corinth,  but  we  cannot 
nto  be  sure  that  i-ts**  it  equivalent  to  the  original  letter.  It 
itpUin  thii  wben  the  Roniant  came  to  be  incorpoialed  in  the 
KnliDe  canon,  editorial  changes  vcre  made  either  then  or 
(perhaps  aho)  at  a  nibte<|uent  period.  The  question  is,  whether 
wdi  internal  phenomena  as  can  be  noted  (partly  from  the 
lenual  condition  of  the  epistle)  were  due  to  Paul  himself  or  lo 
tloerhand. 

Tbc  dMOlocr  (1^")  I*  founcl  Iu«  I-vchi,  »/.  <it,  pp,  43  f.,  49  r.|  not 
Mif  (!■)  In  It*  ptcseni  nnonicil  poiiiion  [10  mail  SiSS  snd  vu),  but  (IL)  cither 
|A(T  14*  alone  (to  L,  many  cunives,  ChtysinloinuKl  Theodofti,  etc.,  wiihlhe 
GL  kctionajk*].  Of  (ni.)  there  in  tildliion  toils  portion  afiet  i6^(«>AP, 
«M.),  nkilM  (it.)  F*  (with  vacant  spue  after  16**)  and  G  (with  vacant  space 
dtn  14*1  ooril  i(  nititelir.     Aceording  to  Origen  (vii.  4^].  Lon)maUKh),t 

*Aa,  f^..  LlKosnyBkci,  on  hii  peculiar  hyiioihnlt  of  an  imprisonment  at 
E|ikMH,  during  whkk  Paul  wtoie  leverel  epistles,  including  thli  one  ( Vintmla 

t"&p<il  hac(i.r.  l9**)Maccion,«qilOICiiplurj;  ruaii|;diot(]ue apot- 
iDlftpolata  uiM,  d«  faae  cpUlnla  pedlus  abttutit :  «t  non  wlum  (tile  ?| 
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(i.)  was  iU  normal  place  io  hiiday;  but  even  in  lotat  teUt**  wtilchifid 
cellect  Maiciun'teililion  (ii.)  was  to  be  found — apparently  in  coniequerLCcofui  1 
edition  having  been  dnwn  up  foi  trading  in  Ihr  churchn,  far  which  parpcae 
(he  detail*  of  tj-l6  would  be  irrclevint.  This  probably  eaplaini  (he  (id 
that  Iha  c*|>itulali»ni  of  Codn  KuldentU  and  Codex  Amiaiinus.  th«  major 
(sixih  ocnlury]  MSS  of  the  V'ul|^te,  ceflefl  a  uinilai'  edition  (tec.  Itirihoi,  d< 
firuyne  in  Kn/ut  Btufditliiie,  Oct.  1908,  413  f. ).  Bui  h  doc»  not  taxrj  in 
very  far  back;  for  wliik  an  ceclc«ia»licat  nlilion  might  oonlaio  l-t^"* 
16^",  it  ii  extremely  untikcty  (in  tpite  of  oil  argumcnii  10  the  coninuy)  ihi( 
Paul  would  Uitp  St  t4'',  even  if  t6'*'''  were  genuine.  The  loiter  is  not  a 
doiolofiy  like  1 1"^.  and  it  docs  not  lead  to  Ij'*-  a*  Eph  3"^  doct  by  cl'nine 
•  section.  It  it  one  thing  that  I  $-16*'  ihould  beomlllcd  fbrehoteh-putposci, 
and  quite  another  for  the  aulhni  hinueir,  wiih  the  natural  lequel  ij'*'*  befora 
bim,  to  break  olT  at  14**  and  append  the  doaolocy,  unlen*  we  aieto  aiwinn 
that  thnc  wat  mom  for  no  more  on  ihe  iheet  of  papyrus.  There  \t  a  Mnmg 
inherent  improbability,  theieforc,  agHintl  all  ihenrlet  whicll  attribute  to  ^»n\,  al 
any  rate,  any  iuue  of  Romoni  ceasing  with  14",  Even  were  i6*^  admitted 
to  have  b<en  wdtien  by  the  ajiottle,  iti  potition  after  14'  aflordt  no  aecurc 
baala  (bt  any  theories  of  an  edition  of  [tomans  frnm  hit  own  hand  wUdi 
ended  Iheie.  It  may  be  quniioned,  indeed,  whether  the  reasons  uaally 
l^vcn  for  an  ccclesiaMical  intntfctcncc  of  tile  dDiology  to  the  cloM  of  eh.  14 
are  adequate-  Modern  ideu  of  what  an  early  ChriMian  church  wogid  m 
would  not  have  fnund  eilllyin);,  ate  spl  to  be  loo  narrow.  On  the  nnc 
principle  we  should  eipeci  to  IJnd  iiaoeii  of  t  Co  16*"*  having  been  pat  tftar 
ij"-",  and  no  textual  eiidenee  for  such  a  transference  fa  forthcoming.  BM, 
in  the  caK  of  Ko  ib""",  tuch  Icituil  evidence  it  clear  and  culy.  The  only 
qucilion  it.  Docs  Origcn's  charge  imply  that  Marcion  actually  mutilated  iIm 
epistle,  or  that  he  found  an  eieiaplai  in  use  which  did  end  with  1 4  >  i6**f 
TIm  fernet  theory  dcpendn  on  tb*  probability  that  tha  conlenta  of  Ro  IJ-16 
would  prove  obnoxious  to  Marcion :  but  this  hudly  appean  liliely,  fcr  the 
OT  quotations  wiwld  nor  diMmrdit  the  pana^  to  Marcion,  any  more  Ihwi 
they  did  the  cospcl  of  Lulic.  The  latter  view  a«nmM  that  an  ccclerfwical 
recenuon  of  the  epistle  existed  by  the  beginning  of  the  tcootid  century, 
which  omitted  1S-t6  as  leta  suitable  fur  public  reading  [so,  i.g.,  Hort  and 
Godel)  and  appended  t6*~<'to  14.  Still,  it  may  he  arcirlcnut  that  Clement  of 
Alexandria  and  Origen  are  the  only  AnteNicene  fathers  who  quote  from 
Kn  IS-i^.  The  pemonal  contents  of  16,  like  those  of  1  Co  tfi,  may  have 
prevented  any  widespicnd  allusions  to  it. 
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hoc  ted  et  ab  (fin)  CO  loco  uUietlptam  eil  tmiutiMm,  fu^  h»i»  ul  tx /Ut, 
fmalum  ttt^i.*.  14°)  usque  ad  finem  cuncta  dissecuil.  In  atiis  orro  exeaa- 
plaribM,  id  <i>i  in  his  quie  non  sunt  a  Marcione  lemrisia,  hoe  ipwim  cap«l 
dhtene  pouium  inuenimus :  In  nonnuUfa  ctenim  codicibus  poit  eunn  hmuB 
i|iieiii  Npra  diKJmas,  hoe  eat,  imm  anttm,  ftt*J  imii  til  rx  jMi,  f»cnttm  M, 
MUJiBeohKreiiattabeltiia/atMiriw  fm  fortni  ttl mtiiv/lrMiini  alii  aero codlcea 
b  Gne  id,  ut  nunc  est  pnsitum,  continent."  It  u  disputed  (cp.  Zahn's  GK. 
K.  J19  f.)  whether  ' di»»eciiit,'  in  this  venion  of  KulinLi*,  meant  '  removed' 
( —  ■  aUtulit ')  or  '  cut  up.'  Axainu  Zahn,  tee  Coruen  in  ZNW.^  1909,  13  f., 
Hhoai|[ueafor  the  (oimcr  (  =  ft/T(>urJ, 
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The  onbiinn  of  tuTviiT)  in  ■'■  "  by  G  (Gk.  and  tJl.  leml,  and  in  l' 
fanhet  by  g  AmbmuMei  (ravii  i«ii  oSvir  tr  iy^rji  0<aP>  Aqrwi  a-)r(i)tt|, 
to  bdicM«  lIuU  lh«*«  word*  wcie  nUenl.  If  nol  finm  ui  <wly 
I  of  the  (piide,  Kl  IcMl  from  a  nutnbci  of  early  copiei  (including  Uw 
lilt  H*cd  by  Oii^n).  Aa  Ihc  raiinlinn  it  t»o  niKnilitiinl  and  wldoiprtad 
le  Inve  been  4ae  lo  a  innicripiianal  utioi,  il  muiil  be  capUincd  u  due  cilhtv 
(4)  10  the  tame  aioiiv<  ai  is  allcgtd  fat  the  cKcbiion  of  Vr'B^«v  in  Kpli  i*,i.f. 
la  codniaMical  a>  lltuixiral  ilrtiic  (c|>.  Tett.  aJti.  A/cn.  v.  17 1  AnibiiKiatlcr 
(M  Col  4" ;  Afwllontui  in  Ei».  //.  £.  v.  18.  j]  to  nuik  ihe  cpiitle'i  caiho- 
lidly  vf  trf«r«nc<  ;  oi  (J)  loMaiciun'i  revision  (cp.  Corucn,  do  Biuync,  Sunday 
and  HcaiUani,  pfk  xcni-xcvili],  the  latler  malivc  c(ivciin|[  the  evdnon  of 
I5'i6  ai  aell.  (a)  Rcmi  on  the  chole  pnrfenbl«  (so,  e^.,  Sleinmeu  and 
SehBwdel).  Zahn**  contention,  (hat  the  original  leii  o(  1^  dlil  nui  eonuln 
A'Pk^g(K>W.  B.  Smith, /A/..,  1901.  pp.  1-31  :  ep.  Ilarnack,  ZjVW'.,  1903. 
83 C),  bol  that  ("did,  is  based  on  inidciLtua(e  textual  evidence,  as  R.  Siein- 
mtta  and  Comca  have  *hawn.  The  foimci  critic  aetect  with  (how  who 
xpnl  the  poaition  of  the  dotolofU'  aRet  14  n*  (he  ■nu1(  of  lilurgical  reading. 
"Man  las  den  Rjimrrbiicf  bit  Ksji.  14  und  wute  doithin  die  Doxologie. 
Mao  mpe  dabd  abc(  nicht,  einen  u  Eiaaiai  Abichnllt  wic  Kap.  15  und  16 
cinbdi  pm  n  b«wittgen,  vie  man  dai  mil  den  Woiten  /»'Pii«>ir  id  l'  und 
in  ("oliaf  B«<l*n)uB  (■( "  {ZtVIK,  1908,  itW),  Con*cn'*  intricate atgumen la 
lad  bin  to  refer  all  the  phenomena  of  the  ihoiter  tccenilon  of  Roman*  la 
llorcioa.  A  lonhemmjectuie  (')  i>  thai  the  woidi  irere  omiiied  (logethu 
^nib  iS-t4)bi  a  special  edition  of  (he  epiiitltiawed  by  f^ulhimtclf  (to  variously 
(ram  KUckctt  10  Lightfoot).  This  cdiijon-hypothcii*  (Rcnon.  tii.  pp.  Ixlil  f-, 
1461  (.1  Sabatin,  Dcnney,  etc.)  ouume*  nauolly  that  i-i4  +  i6'*"repmcnled 
«ha  edilioa  sent  10  E)>hena,  whilM  1-14+  i6*'~''  and  i-ii  -f  15  were  cupics  of 
tbcarcvlu  fotwaidrd  to  the  churches  of  Thnalonika  and  Rome  respectively. 
Spiiu  tarries  formrd  this  conjecture  In  l/'rr.  Hi.  I  (1901),  hol'linc  amfiiu 
«■«■  Ktriia  (cp.  Bahnvn  in  P.V.,  iqos,  33t-J]6|  that  ti'-i5'+i6''** 
•epteKM  a  sborl  tetter  written  after  Ac  iS**  (A.  11.  6J-64)  during  a  tour  among 
the  Gentile  Chrittian  churches,  Bhile  i'»-ti"+ 15"""  weic  written  earlier 
<ai  (kc  crisia  orvr  the  Council  of  Jeiuulemt  foe  believing  Jews,  to  JuMify  (he 
Cemie  nunioo,  and  te-adaptctl  by  the  apostle  for  Urntile-Chrittian  teadcn 
*ilk  the  addilioa,  r./.,  of  11"'"  and  15*"".  Liehtlbat'i  simpler  view  posited 
■  doable  fccennon.  the  ori^nal  draft  |i-i6°)  being  oddreued  to  the  Roman 
cbsdb  (be  Mcoad  (omitting  ir  'PJiujt  in  1*-  "  and  15-16,  but  adding  lA^r^ 
bdn(  dcaigned  for  ■  milct  circle  1  sulnciiuenlly  the  doioloey  was  (rantfcrrrd 
10  it*  jiii  II  III  poiitkin  in  Ihe  orii^inal  and  earlier  recension,  represented  by  the 
cusMBOl  epistle.  Attempts  have  been  made  on  broader  lines  lo  diMnlangle 
In  wliok  or  part  •  brger  tetter  lo  Epbesus,  «.f.  in  11-14+ t6  (Straalman, 
rr,  iM.  n  D.  I»-IS**  It^"  iSchulU,  ;ahri.f<ir  JnlitlU  Ikfft..  1876, 
»4t)i«iid»-Il  +  i6(Wdiae'»ff"i'r^fr.  46  f.Jj  ep.  J.  Weiu  in  7*/.^.,  189], 
J9^  Md  T%St,  i8>-l$4.  None  of  these,  howerer,  works  out  at  all  well  in 
jrtiiL 

Apart  fran  the  doiology  (16'*'"],  when  a  note  to  Eph«iiu  is  found  In 
tC''  il  beCMUca  sBperAudus  to  diseut*  the  theory,  once  held  by  tbur, 
Schwegln  (NZ.  il.  pp.  i»3  f-),  and  some  oiheis  (recently,  \V.  B.  Smith, 
JSL.,  1901,   119-1)7)  thai   (S'i6  ar«  totally,   or  even   pattially  (L(H:h(), 


142 


THE  CORRESPONDENCE  OF  PAUL 


iputioui,  u  ircll  u  compuHte.*  There  it  liitle  at  nothing  in  15  (o  jitaUj 
ih«  »Uii|K»iiiii"  ilul  it  wu  noi  coni[i»«M]  l>y  Paul  (wr  nn  (hi«  c»prc>ary 
Hangoid.  pp.  81  f.) ;  the  bald  elplcuioni  of  15''  "  are  u  likely  la  have 
come  from  Ihe  apoitle  19  fcom  any  one  elte,  nni  none  of  the  other  pomti 
allt^ed,  t.g.  by  Liptiui,  a  decitive  sguniit  Ihe  Pauline  aulhonhip  (cp.  UST. 
6]o).  The  cla*e  conneclion  of  15  with  14  telU  igunit  the  view  (Scheokel) 
ihut  15  leprrtrnu  >  poittcripl  10  the  U(i|^rAl  Ictler,  The  talimcr  of 
prob^tnliiy  u  upon  (he  whole  in  favour  of  the  hypoihciii  Ihnl  ■'-15' 
repieient)  !.ubal>nti*lly  the  oriifiniil  epiiiltc ;  that  16''°  was  added  to  i1. 
when  Ihc  Pauline  canon  v> at  diawn  up  »l  Kphuut  i  ihxt  l(i*~*'  lepteicntt 
ui  editorial  climax  lo  thii  compoiile  production ;  ftnd  l)uit  the  omiuion 
c4  A''Pu»'ii  in  1'  u;d  ihc  ifllci;aiion  tif  16"*"  10  >  place  aftn  14  were  due 
to  nibNc^urtil  llturGical  pioccdurc- 

Evanton's  aigumenti  o^tinit  the  Pauline  aulhonhip  {DiitaHamet  af  ikt 
Fair  Ctiutaiiy  Hi'mtd  KvitHsthia\  180S,  30G-31J)  were  an  unable  to 
•llract  Ihe  allcniion  of  icholata  ai  ihose  independcnlly  advanced  by  Rnino 
Ballet  half  a  cetilury  later  (A'ritit  lUr  failin.  Hruft,  1651.  iii.  47-761 
Ckriitta  und  dit  Cattartn.  1877,371-380).  The  denial  of  Paul'i  eaMence, 
which  it  bound  up  with  luch  theoiiei,  was  developed  by  Loman  in  hu 
■QuBtionei  I'aulinK'  {TT.,  1S8Z-1S83,  1S8O),  and  the  fool's  cap  waa 
placed  unconacioualj'  on  (hem  by  Steck'i  allempi  (i«c  ithovc,  p.  73J  in 
thow  ihal  Romans  depended  on  Seneca,  u  well  ai  upon  I'hilo,  the 
Asnimplio  Moms,  and  Fouilh  Esdiai.  Van  Manen't  argumenli  ansutr 
(henmclvc*  1  if  ihc  mclhodt  he  emplnyt  (cp.  F.Hi,  4117-414;!  arc  valiO, 
then  not  merely  biblical  bul  lileiaty  crilics  must  allow  thai  their  occupalion 
it  gone.  The  tapiixluiiion  of  siiiiiUc  viewt  by  W.  B.  Smith  |rp,  Hf.  \. 
309-334)  led  to  a  patient  and  careful  refuUlion  by  P.  W.  SchmiedeT 
[///.  i.  S3'~55*)>  i^^"  <"  agaimi  which  (here  is  little  to  be  said.  For  other 
ctiticiamB  in  detail,  Me  K.J.  Knowling's  TluWilnus  efllu  Kftsttn,  pp.  133  f., 
and  Clemen's  faitJmt,  \.  pp.  Sj  f.  The  futility  of  these  wholctalc  Iheorin 
wai  aoon  felt  by  %'6]ter,  whualtempted  to  putt  an  aulbenlic  epistle  iindeTnea.lh 
esteniivc  inwrpalalians,  nrpnraling  the  original  genuinely  Paoline  letter 
,,1.  v^.  W)  ji-.»  in^  u  fei-.-.  i.-»  ,^,3  ,41-,  ji  ,j...it.  »"-»  jfi"*)  written 
to  the  Gentile  Christian  church  of  Rnnie,  from  inteipolaiioiis  by  an  adilar 
who  (ought  ID  Hellcnite  Paul's  teaching  with  the  help  of  Stole  and  Platonic 
Ideal  derived  in  pan  from  the  \VisdoTn  or  Solomon,  Thilu,  and  Seneca,  and 
to  controvc-rt  nol  Jcwikh  Chiintians,  but  jews  of  his  own  day.  In  addition 
10  Ihifc  editors  contributions,  further  gloscs  are  visible  In  »"'"  j"""  f' 
tl"""  is'"'*-  "'^  l6'-'"-  *""  ifom  the  pen  of  one  who  also  omiircd  A''PiS^g 
in  ■''  "  in  Older  to  gencraliac  the  epiitle  lor  the  luc,  prinumly,  of  ihc  church 
al  Ephcnis. 

While  Ihc  criteria  lor  mcb  hypolhtsrt  are  too  subjcciive  10  doctvc 
atieKiion,  the  canonical  ten  of  the  epliile  here  and  there  hoi  been  mote 
Justly  suspected  of  incorporating  glcaaes.  Thu>i  (a]  ihe.iwkwnid  cotulruction 
of  !"■",  where  v.'*  >ccnu)  lu   itjllow  w."-"  ralhcr  th«n  "'"  or  ihe  whole 


*  R.  Scott  {op.  eil.  137-146)  inakei  11-15  pruiicully  all  non-Pauline, 
while  the  oii|£i<ial  epistle  (l-ll  -f  15'*'')  is  legaidcd  at  the  slow  elaboraliuu 
of  iwo  Of  three  diuincl  essays  {t.f.  1-5,  6-8,  v-i  1 1. 
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pngniA,  hH  — bT*"™'  (cp-  Lietraiann's  note,  pp.  (4-1$)  tilher  thU 
wywc»t  ■  BUfiiMl  gloai  (ia  Wilhe.  dU  Nmlul.  KktUrik.  |>p.  itft-uS; 
LAutrM.  JVT  SttHtttn.  IT-19.  Jl  f.  i  Bku :  Volto,  I«i-I4l<  j-  W«i>B,* 
Satr^  air  fail.  HlkilfiJt,  S6'J7),  or  leu  prabkbly  ih»t  v."  thould  be 
Ukca  u  Ml  MMpoUtlon  (Wi-)ue,  Bnljon,  pp.  4-6),  if  nol  pol  aftet  t.)* 
iUiduidii.  WiUc,  Wusmbci^h)  ur  v."(]Iil»g).  Ollicrwiie  », "might  be 
•  naisiDK)  iowrtion  o(  Paul  tbkliborn),  ihough  not  ihe  lam  aildiiion  of 
M  edhar  {from  Ja  i";  10  Wei»e,  Michaelii  adiiing  ",  urn)  tan  Manen 
•dfinf  '*''*).  (t)  S'  ■•  >  nalunl  parfCilhMU  i*lllrr  Ihaii  a  lunk 
ugimont.  and  need  not  be  lakes  aa  a  glou  (aa  by  Semlcc,  Wtiue.  Mkhahcn, 
Lipa<«4^  KodinicLe,  and  Jatiche<  =  "'l,  at  as  Iwo  (Nabct,  A/mmnjrtie,  1881, 
ttjtl.  Nm  (>-)  U  5**  kbI  iti  rff  iiiafriat  i  Sinrvt  li>  be  Rutpcclcd  •>  ■ 
Krih*!  |(oH  (ran  Manen,  StraalmaA,  Baljonl.ihough  j^'^CWrinc,  £y/iy^, 
P>  }Sl  VolMt,  ef.  Hi.  pp.  147  f..  foi  extgclical  imoni]  haa  an  Ulupnl 
>(ipt»ni)cc.t  M  7"*  epa  »'''  afvh  /yw  r^'  >Ur  r«t  tauKMlu  fifuf  A*P, 
rj  W  #^al  r4pv  l^M^^f)  may  itadily  have  bc«n  mupl-ictd  by  a  icribe 
boin  iu  UiK  place  before  *,"  (Vcnema.  Wauonbrrnh,  Kcil,  van  tlnii^l, 
latcbonao,  Ka«Anichr,  Sf7'.  xii.  1.  14-15:  Dlau,  Licltmann,  clc); 
W  ddde  k  enliiely  (MJchelien,  Rciche,  Wcine,  Baljon,  pp.  17-18; 
ViUler,  pp.  157*4)  U  to  leave  no  tomn  for  an  ripUnaiiun  nf  how  it  ever 
OHH  to  be  kneried.:  (/)  Aa  the  i>i  nurrit  at  1 1*-'"  ii,  Hrielly  tpeakine. 
iniKniHiii'  ititli  ibc  iboughl  of  Bhat  (olluwi,  it  hai  been  conjectured 
U^.  br  Itutxea,  ZitT.,  1S71,  4SS 1  MicbolKn, - linvcr*,  van  Manen, 
mA  Ltfaiatl  ibii  thU  (duai^e  b  ■  marginal  |;loii  wtiiicn,  like  1  Th  3'*, 
■Art  itK  lall  ot  Jinwlim,  (oewphante  the  final  excliiuon  of  Ihe  Jm  from 
ibe  mcuiaaic  kinQdoM.  Afftinu  thia  it  ia  lightlr  utgced  ihai  the  mclaphor 
<i  T."  vouM  UIuw  awkmidly  after  that  of  v.'.  But  suicly  not  nioie  ao 
Au  Ibal  o(  «■*  in  iii  prtaeni  site.  [/)  Apart  (roin  thnte  who  reject  the 
otiR  tfaaplei  aa  un-r*uUne,  varluua  crittc*  have  fell  oblij^d  ti>  regard 
■M  M  l«o  puHcea  in  iS'"-  w  latet  gloises;  Siiaatman,  t.g.,  delete* 
w.»*  w*":  vui  Manen,  «.'•■  *»*  *•■  •"^  j  Vdlier,  w.'»-»  (altering 
fptr  lo  tx^  IB  ^)  ■"■'  I-lpaiiu.  vv."''~  *^  "***.  The  rcaioru  lor  locb 
a  bypetfic*li  do  mA  Kem  juiiilieil  by  tileiary  or  hiilorical  criiiciiin  (cp. 
Pdne^i  K*mtrtHi/,  ijS  (.).  Tliiu  a  nilsskm  10  Illyria  is  <|uitc  wlilim  ihe 
.  o(  pMbubJIity,  duting  one  of  Paul'i  midenca  in  Macedonia ;  and 


'  Aildiitc  a"*'  u  VMtha  uloai  ftom  the  nmc  hand,  aince  the  lip  <A  " 
lEKhea  back  lo  *.  oUle  the  tir  o(  "  doei  not  connccl  ircU  with  the  eonteal. 

t  The  nae  ciitiea,  with  ^licheben,  iind  6'**'*  an  inierpolited  gion,  KJlh 
M  fcuk  leaaoa  aa  le^  them  <wiih  Vulkoiat  and  Baljun,  pp.  14-15)  lo 
delete  7'*«. 

*  To  wppote  (■•!>)  Viiller,  p.  ai6)  Ituit  Bome  tcnbc,  (ailing  to  pup 
te  oenMetiaa  bel«ten  7**^  and  8',  added  ihii  locapitulaioiiy  coinnicnr  aa 
a  faridce.  it  Mrrly  a  tfnr  Ji  ftrit.  Sue  JUIkhei's  note  KSNT.  ti  p  4S).  Mid 
OeBMn'i  BMLoIImMjU.  pp.  84  I  Icp.  hi>  /^o/oi,  i.  9^100).  Od  the 
Mini  Imm).  rail  wttfxfiivtt  U"!  it  plniniy  an  inilance  of  lealual  piimillve 
IWluillifi.  vhUe  atn  imi^tn  (1t*|  musl  precede  tngiatly  (ai  in  K  L,  etc. ) 
■fn  ^Mffv>Ara  avX,,  uitlrn  il  i*  lo  be  deleted  (aa  by  van  Hengtl,  Baljon, 
IVllKlit  Kncnnicke.  and  iHlieri). 
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the  nicnce  of  Cmlatinnt  doet  not  ncceBuUy  pKcludc  lonie  ptoching  ■! 
Jenualem,  even  i;raiiiiii('  ihal  Jcrunlcm  heie  ihnuhl  nnl  b«  t*kcB  to  ■ 
coUcKjuuil  and  evut^ijijihiQil  (cntc.  At  all  cvcnU  ll  u  hanlljr  bu  to  otijea 
to  the  one  iiatcmrni  bccauic  il  conflicii  wilh  th«  lUcnci*,  (o  tbe  ixbfi  bv- 
caiue  il  tccaa  la  iS\>a^iix  with  iho  Malcincnlt,  of  Acu  (q>.  Clemnt.  TLZ., 
1901,  130  !.}.  TUe  upicuion  {fnlfy  frioilied  llu  t»tftt,  t.>*)  ii  thcioriol ; 
pRUl,  u  of(m,  it  using  ■  nalunJ  hyperbole  (Cuttiiu^  SBBA.,  1S9],  9*9, 
qootu  an  apt  vcflial  paKlkl  from  Ariiinph.  Kitiihit,  641  f.),  and  *^  b  not 
Ineonaitent  with  *-,  fot  ihe  apatllc'i  vUii  to  Roaie(q>.  l"'"]  is  as  mvch 
fcr  hii  own  sake  as  foi  iheii ;  in  any  case  Romo  ■*  (o  him  tnl  Ihe  poinl 
of  dcpanu'e  for  a  further  lour,  not  the  object  of  independent  nitsuon*woik. 
noally,  u  even  Vohct  (p.  i;S)  adm'ti,  there  11  nothing  nupicioiu  about 
Ihe  lefeiencc  lo  ihi»  SpaiUah  miiaian  \  after  hia  d«atb  l(  would  have  hatdty 
bc<n  allriliutcd  10  him. 

Such  detailed  difhculiici  ui  ihc  MnUNture  of  the  epiitle  do  not  amount  to 
any  proof  that  II  it  *  |«lchvui>tk  of  difcrenl  wtllinei.  lU  compoalllon  muai 
have  taken  aome'  time.  "  Wc  miui  iry  to  comprehend  the  pcatiiou  of  nich 
a  man  when,  prrhapi  in  the  midst  of  hii  handicraft,  he  dictated  on  difliciill 
matleri  In  which  hit  ihou^hu  prtMcd  one  upon  another,  in  order  to  }ui%e 
truly  to  what  decree  he  would  be  Ukdy  10  lail  in  sood  connexion  and  orderlj 
ptogicn  of  thought"  (P.  W.  Schmicdii,  H/.,  190J,  549).  Thi*  coiMidcra- 
tlon,  taken  along  with  the  intrrnn)  evidence,  it  enough  lo  dUprovc  any  riflil 
theory  of  heterogeneoui  compoiiiion.  Paul  was  many-wded.  Mid  mufe  ihaa 
one  lidt  of  hit  nnturc  came  out  in  this  cpittle,  a  (act  whidl  b  nlMtd  whn 
alteiiipti  ue  niade  lo  trace  a  rectilinear  dialocllc  throughout  (he  wcoCTaJTc 
chaplcrv 

1 4.  Dale  and  aim. — When  i5>*'-  is  accepted  as  gentiine,  the 
date  of  the  vpisllc  is  fixed  towarcls  the  close  of  Paul's  misson  in 
AcliaJa  (Ac  lo*'-);  it  was  wntCen  from  Corinlb,*  on  llw  ere 
of  his  dcpaiturc  for  Jctusalem.  The  colli;clion,  which  forms  so 
prominent  a  fcattire  of  the  Corinthian  coirespondeiice,  is  now 
finished,  and  Paul  is  on  the  point  of  convening  tbe  money  to  tbe 
Palcslinisn  ChnMians  on  whose  behalf  it  has  been  raised.  Tbe 
precise  year  depends  on  the  view  taken  of  the  apostolic  chronotogjr 
(ice  above,  p.  61) ;  most  editors  fix  on  ±  a-d.  58  ;  but  the  general 
period  of  ihe  epistlc'i  composition  in  at  any  rate  plain,  as  well 
as  its  rcUiii-c  position  after  the  Corinthian  correspondence. 

The  purpose  of  the  tetter  is  Icks  plain,  and  any  i:haracter- 
isation  of  it  depends  on  the  relative  im|>oftance  assigned  to  its 
gcnetal  and  its  specific  elements.  Those  who  rrmphasue  the 
former,  view  the  epistle  u  a  compendium  of  the  Pauline  gospel 
(so  from  Luther,  Melanchlhon,  Reiche,  and  de  Wette  to  Wetu 

*  Paul  UI  inferred  from  is"th«t  il  wMcvrnpowdlnionieiownof  Illytikum. 
Tbe  bdlitiet  of  comtnunicattan  point  to  Corinth,  boweva  (cp.  Paley*! 
Htrat  Pawliitat,  ed.  Bitks,  l8p,  pp.  St.). 
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and  Codct),  but  ihc  aliscncv  of  definite  leaching  upon  such 
qwmiom  as  ihe  Lord's  Supijer,  the  church,  <:sc)intolog}-,  and  ihe 
resurrection,  is  sufficient  (o  disprove  the  theory.  Ofhers  find 
a  miKh  more  specific  and  pcrxonnl  object  in  the  cpisile.  But 
its  aim  is  not  simply  lo  secure  in  [tic  church  of  Rome  a  vanlage- 
pound  for  futthcr  propaganda  in  (he  Wcsl  (so,  t^.,  Scholt, 
Beyscbla^  and  Ri^cnbach,  exaggerating  tlie  weight  of  passages 
&ke  t>*and  15**),  much  less  to  Justify  Paul  against  a  supposed 
charge  of  neglecting  so  important  a  church  (llofmann) ;  it  is 
ntther  to  state,  for  the  primary  benefit  of  the  Roman  Christians, 
the  x^P*^!^  rxtvfuiriKor  which  Paul  was  conscious  of  possessing 
in  his  knowledge  of  the  gospel,  and  which  he  imparts  in  writing, 

iri  ror  A*; (15'*,  cp.  t'").  The  feature  of  the  gospel  which 
a  cbielly  before  his  mind  is  its  universal  range,  as  the  divine 
Utia^n  tl*  mmfftiar  irai-T(  Tip  wtirrtvom.  It  is  a  gospel  for  r4 
WiTj  (cp.  1'  15'*  etc),  and  as  such  it  involves  a  supetscs«on  of 
Jewbb  prans  and  principle.  This  outlook  explains  the  course  of 
i»_,,w-  ^11  failg  into  its  proper  place,  not  as  the  centre  and 
pith  (Baur)  of  the  letter,  but  as  a  Kjwcific,  historical  application 
of  ibe  principles  already  laid  down  in  1-8. 

Botir  argues  that  Paul  would  not  have  devoted  so  important 
a  put  of  hb  letter  as  9-1 1  to  the  problem  of  Judaism  in  relation 
to  Hellenism,  "bad  he  not  had  close  at  hand  some  special 
material  reason  for  doing  so,  and  this  was  Bflfordcd  him  by  the 
ctrcufustances  of  the  local  church "  {Pau/,  L  339),  but  the 
problcfD  bad  been  raised  by  his  past  experience  in  the  long 
nission  throughout  Asia  and  Greece.  It  Li  not  even  enough  10 
trgtie  that  the  object  of  Romans  was  to  counteract  the  Jewish 
Chmtian  propaganda  in  the  Roman  church  (so  Wciuiiclicr) ; 
one  would  expect  in  this  event  to  find  the  christological  problem 
note  promirKRt  It  b  more  plausible  lo  detect  the  conciliatory 
notivc  (I'fleiderer)  of  reconciling  the  Gentile  Oirislian  majority 
with  the  Jewnh  Christian  minority,  by  expounding  more  fully 
Paul's  gospel  as  a  dee|>er  and  broader  exposition  of  the  faith 
than  either  parly  had  yet  reached.  This  aspect  U  enforced  by 
thoae  who  (like  Blcck,  1  lodge,  Ililgenfcid,  Volkmar,  and  Holsten) 
nriously  lay  stress  upon  the  irenical  tone  of  Paul's  dialectic 
A  more  polemicati  view  is  taken  by  scholars  like  Aberle  (£iMt. 
>ojf.)  and  I-'cine,  who  find  that  Paul  is  opposing  unbelieving 
Jews,  though  it  b  not  easy  lo  see  why  he  should  do  so  in  an 
10 
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^iitk-  lo  Rome  espcdnlly,  and  in  an  epistle  primnrit/  xddresKd 
to  (i«nlik  Chcistian.s.  Judiii.ini  as  thi:  enemy  »  tti«  vkw  aba 
underlying  both  Ewald's  and  Grarc's  thcoTics ;  iht-  Torcncr  Tcgudi 
the  cpiiilc  (culminating  in  i^'-*)  u  an  attempt  to  disentangle 
ChTiitianity  Trom  any  compromising  association  with  the  Judaism 
whose  fate  he  saw  impending  at  the  hands  of  the  Roman 
power;  Grafe  {of.  fit.  pp.  54  T.),  on  the  other  hand,  hears  in  the 
epistle  a  desire  10  establish  Paul's  free  gospel  against  the 
influences  of  local  Jews  who  were  corrupting  the  Roman 
Chriaiians  will)  le^falistic  sympatliies. 

These  conHIcling  or  complementary  views  open  up  the 
intricate  problem  of  the  readent  to  whom  the  epistle  was 
addressed.  Here  we  face  appaienity  diverging  statements, 
some  of  which  imply  Gentile  Christians,  while  others  point  lo  ■ 
Jewish  Christians.  The  former  passages  include  1"-  "  11"  and  f 
15'*'-  which  arc  perfectly  explicit;  they  n-ckon  the  Roman 
Christians  as  among  the  Gentiles,  and  none  of  tlie  counter- 
referenees  is  strong  enough  to  overbear  the  force  of  sitch 
allusions.  The  use  of  the  first  peraon  plural  in  3' 4' and  9", 
which  %tttRi  to  rank  Paul  with  a  Jewish  Chnatbn  audience, 
means  no  more  than  the  similar  allusion  in  i  Co  lo' ;  and  the 
connection  of  his  readeni  with  the  Law  in  7'-*  etc.  is  on  all-fours 
with  the  tone  of  the  argument  in  Gal  4'''  (to  (ieniilc  Christians). 
The  obscurity  which  wra[Ni  the  origin  of  the  Roman  church,  or 
churchci,  prevent*  us  from  checking  the  internal  evidence  of  the 
epistle  by  any  external  traditions  of  historical  value,  but  the 
probabilities  are  that  a  Jewish  Christian  nucleus  was  surrotinded 
by  a  Gentile  Christian  majority,  perhaps  drawn  in  part  from  the 
local  proselytes.*  Thus  the  view  that  the  Roman  church  was 
predominantly  Gentile  Christian  (so,  e^g.,  Scboti,  Weixsackcr, 
PAeiderer,  Schiircr,  von  Soden,  Keine,  Jiilidier,  Dcnncy,  BeUer, 


\ 


■  "  The  lalwun  of  Si.  Paul  himulf  and  hit  uiociatct,  £ril  in  Asia  Mlaor 
■nd  Ihra  ill  MaccilnnlB  tnJ  Orrrcc,  nmst  hate  «l.r(Icil  idkiit  little  warn,  *s 
it  vnn,  oi  Chriiliui  movement,  some  of  which  cniild  hardly  foil  to  locti  m 
fu  ai  Rome.  The  Cliriilianity  they  mnied  would  u  >  mkller  of  cojnte  he 
the  ChriaiUnliy  of  Si.  PftuI  hlniteir  .  .  .  and  if  ii  fotind  at  Rome  ■  pie- 
mtiing  DitUlianiiy  of  a  wok  JcwUh  type,  the  old  might  either  put  leto  the 
new  or  femain  unchangeil.  There  w>i  no  neeewty  ot  likelihood  thst  any 
violent  •ntsconlHTi  should  arise  bctwc<-n  Ihem.  unlnv  >  fietih  element  should 
be  inlioduced  in  the  ihnpe  of  Jcwiih  emiuariei  delibenlcly  sent  from  the 
East  to  counleiwiirk  I'sul"  (Hort,  ^«aaHi  iiW /yiiMoi.  PL  i6).  Of  wok 
■  counter -muveiiiem  there  is  no  deai  cridcnce  Id  the  epistle 
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Pealtt,  and  espccully  HoRnnicke,  JC.  161  f.)  i«,  so  fnr  as  (he 
evidence  of  (he  epUlle  goes,  preferable  to  tlic  liypothc&ia  that 
it  W3S  predominantly  Jewish  Christian  (so,  e^.,  IJaur,  Lipsius, 
lt«ius,  and  Zahn).  Th«rt;  is  no  topic  In  the  letter  which  can  be 
■id  lo  be  foreign  to  the  interests  of  the  fonncT,  and  no  method 
of  argument  which  can  be  iwonounoed  olT  the  line  of  legitimate 
appeal  lO  them.  Paul  may  have  had  in  mind  a  Gentile 
Cbrntian  community  in  which  there  was  a  minority  (  =  /itr  uxck 
of  t4'-i5**)  of  Jewish  Chtistians  (cp.  E.  RiKgcnbach's  euAy 
in  SK.t  18513,  649-678),  probably  including  a  number  of 
(Jtosclyto,*  but  the  phmnty  aim  of  the  writer  is  not  to  adjust 
the  relations  of  these  parties  (so  especially  Holaien  and 
Hilgcnfcld).  This  would  be  to  make  i4'''i5**  the  climax  of 
the  foregoing  pages,  instead  of  a  supplement  to  them.  I'he 
purpose  of  the  apostle  is  railicr  to  restate,  in  the  light  of  his 
experience  during  the  long  minion  now  clo.iing,  and  in  view 
«( the  fresh  propaganda  which  he  contemplated  in  the  West,  the 
{viiiciplcs  of  his  gospel  for  the  Gentiles  in  its  relation  to 
Judaism.  All  he  knew  of  the  internal  condition  of  the  Roman 
church  was  from  hearsay.  lie  did  not  write  on  account  of  any 
i|)eEial  trouble  there,  and  it  i;>  artificial  to  suppose,  with 
POeiderer  and  others,  that  he  keeps  one  eye  on  the  Jewbh 
QtriKtian  and  another  upon  the  Gentile  Chriiriian  portion  of  his 
Romans  is  more  of  a  treatise  than  any  other  of  Paul's 
Its  strurtuie  is  not  determined  by  any  local  questions 
ttiggestcd  to  him,  and,  unlike  all  the  preceding  letters  which  aie 
euant,  this  is  not  addressed  to  a  church  which  lie  bad  founded. 
It  is  not  wnltcn  in  the  air.  Paul  is  not  oompoxing  in  order  to 
dear  up  or  to  express  his  own  mind.  But  neither  is  he  writing 
with  «  direct  reference  lo  the  Roman  Christians  at  every  turn. 
"The  letter  does  not  attack  Jewish  Christianity,  but  Judaism 
— Ihe  Iftractilish  religion — standing  over  against  Christianity  as 
■  diitinct,  independent  entity  whidi  casts  its  shadow  over  the 
puhofthe  new  religion.  Though  he  formulates  objections  in 
Ofder  to  refute  them,  wc  must  not  imagine  that  persons  pressing 
Micb  objections  really  existed  in  the  Roman  church ;  St.  Paul 

*  Beyichlae'*  ufunimts  io  favour  of  k  pnnclylc-tteineat  hnvr  tircB 
ttleptadcMty  wof k«(l out  tij'  VaIIci  Inhia  DUaIIuU  Pttdlff  out  K»m\,\^fCX^. 
KaUMitHuch  (du  Af*$t.  Symivl,  ii.  4J0)  tighily  oUctvct  that  Kuiimm  il' 
toeipicable  apoit  from  the  fact  Ihai  the  nujorily  of  its  >«Meri  wei« 
'N%bMnr  ptosdyln. 


^     POeiderer 
H    Qtriktian  \ 
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uniply  adopts  the  customary  styl«  for  such  discosnons, — A  ttyle 
which  was  (.-specially  in  accord  with  th«  livct)*  genius  of  one  w 
disponed  to  dialectic  development  oF  his  thought' {von  Soden, 
INT.  80-Si).  "If  Paul  was  going  lo  write  to  the  Romans  at  all. 
no  maltn  from  what  immcdintc  impulse, — though  it  should  only 
have  been  to  announce  his  approachini;;  visit, — it  would  be 
natural  that  his  communication,  in  proportion  as  he  realised  tbc 
ptucc  and  coming  impoitance  of  the  church  at  Rome,  should 
assume  a  catholic  and  comprehensive  character "  (Denney, 
EGT.  ii.  569).  Psychologically,  the  breadth  and  general  scope 
of  theepiiiileare  thus  imelUgible.  Ajiarlial  snalogy  in  literature 
is  furnished  by  Burke's  flt/ialiims  on  the  Rmotution  in  Frantt, 
which  were  begun  as  a  private  letter  to  a  gentleman  in  Paris.  As 
Burke  went  on,  however,  the  matter  so  grew  and  gained  upon 
him  that  its  importance  and  bulk  demanded  wider  consideration 
than  could  be  ^iven  in  a  mere  letter.  He  therefore  widened  his 
scope,  but  adhered  to  the  semi-private  form  of  address.  *'  I 
wish,"  he  says  at  one  point  to  his  correspondent,  "to  com- 
municate more  largely  what  was  at  Grst  intende<1  only  for  your 
private  satisfaction.  I  ^hall  still  keep  your  aiTairs  in  my  eye, 
and  continue  to  address  myself  to  you.  Indulging  in  tho 
freedom  of  epistolary  intercourse,  I  beg  leave  to  throw  out  my 
thoughts,  and  cuprcss  my  feelings,  just  as  they  arise  in  my  mind, 
with  very  little  attention  to  formal  method." 

I  5.  T^am  in  tarly  Cin'sliaH  /iiemtiirt.  —  Echoo  ot  Rocuni  oociu  in 
1  Ptt«,  »ni  pmlalily  in  Hclircwi  anil  Jamn  u  well.  Like  1  Cot.,  ii  was 
undnulilctly  o»ed  by  Clemenl  of  Kntne,  ta  \*  pta!n  (tnni  thr  MIowins 
puBBgeii  BXiongit  cthcfs: — l''  =  x>i>i.  3,  4  ifirttm  xal  ia icfitiiJni  tiima 
(Cp.  Ii.  5,  rdl  iavrtrMit  tafMat),  l"^  =  XXIv,  5-6,  a*'  =  .lvii.  J,  4'-*  =  L^ 
(pctlwp*],  6'  =  ixuil.  t  (cp.  ct>nlat),  9^=xxBi.  3,  util  t3'  =  lxi.  t.  It  b 
ihiu  a  component  pail  uF  ih«  Pauline  group  which  Clem.  Rom.  proics  to 
have  bcra  in  circulacion  l>y  the  hut  quaitcr  at  itic  <ir*t  century.  Th«  f<ho« 
In  Ignaiiiu  uc  indubiiable,  also,  If  le«  dUtlnct.  Katftriri  rvfi  (6*) 
ncnn  in  Sfii.  xia.  ],  i*^  iinderlica  Smym.  i.  1  \it  ^veilt  aaiiU  rart 
tifKO,  vllr  UiaO  larft  $i\i)iM  ml  Ora^ut,  cp.  Efk.  ariij,  t\  aaH  Uiiklng 
eMnddcoccs  occur  k  Miign-  vi  a  (  =  6").  i».  I  (  =  ?*),  7>*//.  i».  a  (  =  8"), 
f/4.  ix.  (  =  9*)  etc.  P>ilykM|>'s  knnwlnli;^  of  iho  rpikile  it  faiily  ontain 
tci>.  Ifi.  3  =  i3'i  x.  =  ta"],  ihouch  twice  the  (Jluilon  mteht  be  lo  2  C^. 
in«tcad(ri.a  =  l4""  cp.  a  Co  s",  and  iv.  1  =  13"  6»cp.  3  Co  6*).  Tb« 
hmiliarilyot  Justin  with  Roman*  it  patent  ;  cpL  t^,  Diai.  xxiii. '4*^,  sivii. 
=  3"".  xliv.  =9''.  simps'  eic.  (with  Afi«l.  L  40-10'*),  as  ii  Ihal  ot 
Aihenojjom  [Lff.  fr»  CkritI,  liii.  =  I  a',  iixiv,  s  1"].  On  the  other  hand, 
■tXXii^fTOi  ii^Bi  It.  I)  ik  too  ilcnder  1  ta»i«  lo  nlalilith  a  UM  of  Iho  epiitllc 
13*)  la  the  Didach^,  and  ihe  lolitacy  glinipie  in  Hennas  {Matti,  %.  iL  5> 
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V*^  prana  anl  to  noibliiK.  The  tpbtl*  *ppe$n,  tiovicrtt.  In  Ifae  Canon 
«t  U>i«icM  bih)  in  (he  MuntarUn  Canon ;  while  it  ii  eiprculy  died  by 
Ifomu  (qoMing  an  elder,  odt.  irr.  iiL  l6.  3=1'  <^  etc.).  Clem.  AJei. 
(/taM^f.  70  =  11"  elc],  aiid  TertullUn  (e.g.  Wti.  /Vajmu*,  xlli.  =  l*  9*]. 
Aeeordiog  to  llippolytiu,  it  <m  employed  ajio  by  Kvcral  Gnostic  or  lemi- 
Gnoatic  *C<U,  Inchiilinc  ihc  Ogihiict  or  Nui^eni,  and  by  the  \'a1rn(ln(tiu 
(tp.  Irett.  aA>.  jIw.  i.  8.  3,  i.  3.  4). 

<E)  COLOSS/ANS. 

LiTBKATPRB.  —  {»)  Eililions  —  Bu|>enh*KFn  (t;i7] :  Melanchihon'a 
Enarratit tfitt.  fim/i  aJ  Celaii.  (ISS9):  W.  Muiculiu  {Comal,  in  iff.  ad 
Pkil.  CV.rte.,i865]:J':iyn^nit(Ai/t/K<>/M,  15SS) ;  R.  KolWItCKtlKiljufch, 
iteo):  ThoKu  Cut  might  (London,  1611I;  Biihop  Daveium  (Cambridge, 
lte7);  P.  Baync  (London,  1634)1  N.  ttyReld  (London,  1649):  U.  Caliilu* 
(fir/wij/w  lilt,  in  Efk.  Cel.  etc  (664-6) ;  J.  H.  Sutcet  |i>i  tfiU.  S.  faiH 
id  C*l.  nmMril.  tril.  txtgtt.  lite/.  1669)*  [  J.  Alting,  Anatytit  txrgtliia  in 
Bf.  ad  Cttfii.  (AmiCcrdiim,  16S7] ;  P.  J.  Spener't  SrUantKt  (l^^): 
lUcrvoet't  rtr^/ofni^  (Leyden,  1710):  S.  v&n  Til  |Ain«teidani,  171c); 
Koell.  Efiittl^  PaKli  ad  Cehti.  tJitgiHi  (1731);  Ibumga.itcn*s  Auiltcwig 
(lUlki  1767);  J-  D.  Michaeli**  ((769):  G,  C  Stoci't  Oitttiaiui  iiijiait* 
|tlMi^<^  1783-7,  Eng.  a.  Edin.  1843)*  :  F.  Junker,  Uhlfris<hkril.  tind 
/UMr.  eVnw.  (Manchen,  iSiS)  *  I  J.  V.  von  Flalt'i  rwJ<^i(Hijrw  (il(i9)  1 
C  P,  BMw,  Cammmt.  iiitr  J.  Briif  P.  an  du  Kal,  mil  Htriitbiihligiatg 
i.  aiunt  m,  »aitm  AuiUgtr  (Bucl,  iSjj);  Minnheim  (1S33);  Sleigcr,  lAr 
Britf  PauH  an  dSi  Cphlirr ;  (/titnit;ui»f,  Eriljniax,  litibilendt  H.  efi- 
iritistkt  AitamdtmtgfM  (Eitan^en,  1S35) ;  liohniei  ( '/'in>J.  Atttlfi^iie,  Bretlaij, 
■835):  lluthicr  (itl4l):  Dan.  Wiljton  (184J);  Baumgiinen-Cnuiiui  (1847)1 
de  Wnie'  ((&47)i  Wiesin|;<r  (in  UMisuscn't  C«miH.  tSjO)  i  BispmB't 
£r<ar«v(lSS5):  Evald  ((857):  Elllcolt  (1S57,  elc);  Dalmer  (Gotha, 
lS5S)i  H«Bner's  ErkUinatg  [tS6j);  Mcyei*  (1S6;} ;  Bleck'i  Varhtmgm 
aUar  dtt  Britft  an  dU  Cat.,  dm  PAiUvien.  u.  Jit  Rfkiitr  |ed.  Nkl»ch.  186$)  1 
Scbcnkel  (in  Luigc't  Bihtl-Wtrtfl,  (867 ;  Bntunc  {.Hid.,  Eng.  u.  1870); 
llofmami  ((870  l);  A.  Klop(>ct  (iS«i)*;  J.  Eidie*  lEdin.  1S84)*; 
J.  LL  XixviK^  {Sfi.  C»i.  and  nUimMi,  tSS4) ;  J.  A.  Beet  (1890) ;  Lli;ht- 
faol*(l890aDd  lalet)*:  Oltranuie,  CamtMntairt  tiir  lei  ff.  d*  S.  Pan!  aux 
Cat.  MfA.  ti  i  Pkilffuan  (1891  ()*:  H.  C.  G.  Miwle  {Camiritgi  BihU, 
1S93);  *oe  Sodea*  it/C.  1S93) ;  Wohlenberz  (in  Sir>ck-Zbck!er']i  Camm, 
1S9J):  YinAUj  {Pulpit  Camm/nlary.  1895)*  ;  T.  K.  Abboll  {ICC.  1897)1 
G.  W.  G«nod(iS9S)i  Mnurei*  (1900):  lUu;]i  (—  Meyct*,  ")ot\' ;  G.  C. 
Manm  (CA,  o.  d.)i  Peake*  {SOT.  1903)1  P.  Ewald  (ZK.  1905); 
Lnetei' (-^AT.  1907);  J.  U.  S.  Ifaljon  I1907);  A.  L.  WUliami  (CCr. 
1909):  P.  Bi)Metvcld  (ifc  IrAc  nu  /*.  Mil  olr  Cel.  (1908)  ;  G.  Alexander 
(Kr«  Vork,  19(0]. 

(A)  SiBilin— agafiul  the  tlandatd  (rcailte  of  H.  ].  Hoitimann,  KritiA  dtr 
K^tntr-  tmd  Kaiautrbriift  (1871*],  ice  J,  Koiter,  dt  ttktStid  van  dt 
yitam  aam  di  fCthiim  rn  oan  di  f/^ftVn  |i877Unil  von  Soi^en  (//'/', 
tU{.  pp.  3>OL,407f.,67ir|.  Piiiiyon  lloltinMnnMinn,  J.  WciM(7'£2,, 
190°^   SS3~SS6)i  Soluu  (£A'.,  190},  $11-563,   'die   unpuUncliche  Ceattlt 
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dctKoloucrhrieh),  and  MIchHwnCT'T'.,  1906,  tjQf.,  jijf.):  (i-)*e>InU  ihe 
hiiiline  Kulhorahipi  — Baurt  Paului,  417f.fEnE.tr.  R  1-44);  SchweeW, 
N^.  W.  3JS  f,  :  Planck  ( Tlual.  /«kri..  1847.  *(•!  f.) ;  M»r«thoir.  lUr  Britf 
411   dit    Kehtitr  mil    tvmeitH/ici/r    BtruAiiihligmitg    jtr    PatUratlMlft 

(i63S):IIu«l»iM(7/'..  1S6S,  5j9f.)i  Hilgcnftld  l^flT.  1870.  pp.  145  (.)i 
WeiBMckei  {,AA.  U.  140  f.)  1  BrUcltiiei  [C4nu>.  41  t.,  357  f.)  i  Cone,  7A# 
GttftI and ilt  InttrpnfatifHsi'p^  k9-»ss),  (u.)  for i—Schrakcl  |C*rf*rtu- 
h'M.^.  Aftlttl,  pp.  Sj-Xfifi  Reiur  (iti,,  ix.-ni.);  \\aH,  Judeiitit  Chrit- 
tiauily  (pp.  116  f.ji  Sandny  in  Smkh'i  DB,  I.  614-631  I1S93):  Web* 
1-V/r.  L  371-J7JI :  S«b»iiet"i  F.ihI  (pp.  >><)  f.)  and  in  kSK.  ilL  17^-175. 
McGiffen  \AA.  366-374) ;  b.  H.  H*I1  \PafiJn,  1S99.  1X3  r.};  jtkllchcr 
(£/ti',  L  Ste  f. I -.  Pfleidctn.  £/rr.' t.  ijS[.  ;  Clemen, /'.m/ari,  i.  ppL  lu  f.  ; 
Holbit,  ffJV7".  J14  r.  :  B»con,  Siory  ef  St.  Patil  (I^Ojl*  y>i  ^■'  3J<»  ^  ' 
jKtluiri  In  VigofDux'  J?£.  IL  8(i6-J76.  (lii.)  (•^^'^  i'-C-  ^-  Hofm&iui 
{/nmdn^tie  iu  it<l.  ffhislai  P.  ad  Celeii  1739) ;  Siotr  {diiurlaiit  in  efiil. 
P.  ad  C»l»n.  17S6):  ttucliniei'i /m[1w(  (Hcrlin,  1839]:  L.  MtiMel,  /i/rv- 
iiiilit  in  tpiitalam  ad  C^ait.  (Monuutun,  1841);  J.  WJiuen,  'dtt  VcfhJill- 
niu  lUt  ApL  Paului  cu  de«  chrisilichen  G«ineinde  in  KuL'  i.SK.,  183S,  pp. 
165  f.);  Schenkel  {Bl,.  lii.  566-570  !  J.  O.  F.  Murray  (DB.  1.  4S4-4S6)  i 
K.  ;.  MUller,  Utbtr  d.  Grdaakingaiig  4.  Afin/ils  Paulmi  in  AW.  <I90S) : 
M.  Rolii,  In  ^Irti  di  faf^Vrt  P<t»l anx  Cat.  ti  anx  Epk.  (190$).  (iv.)  on 
the  triori'tt :  — Schnvckenbureei'i  C/fAfc  dai  Alttr  J.  ^Hd.  Prvitfylm-Tatift, 
mtiit  i/twr  Brilagr  v>Vr  dit  Irrlehrtr  wu  Cahliai  (BetUo,  181S)  t  Rlwiftwmtd 
{de  frfudtde^Hritmi  Caloiitniil'ui,  l%H)i  Oiviilsr  in  TUt.  ZHlltkri/t 
(■834).  pp.  96  f.  ;  ).  Barry  {In  faux  de/tturs  df  Ce/i'isii,  Mnnouban,  1846}  ; 
llilgenfrld  [ZH'T.  xiii.  ijj  t.)  -,  Neiiiid<:r'!i  Planling  ef  Ckriitiatt  CHurtk 
i.  J19  r.,  M.  Dibvliui,  DitGtiiltninllimGI<uibtiidttPaiiliii\tijOi),ti\-m. 

§  I.  Analysit. — Like  Romans,  this  epistle  was  written  to  a 
church  which  the  author  only  knew  b)'  hearsay.  Paul  had  neither 
founded  nor  even  visited  (i*-  ^*- "  >')  the  Christian  community  at 
Colossi  a  Phrygian  township  on  the  left  bank  of  the  Lycux ; 
bui,  as  iheir  founder,  Epaphras  (i^  4'*'')i  "^  probably  a  disdple 
of  his.  and  certainly  a  Ccniile  Christian  like  ihetn.scU-e*  (i"*  " 
jta  ^ii'-),  the  apostle  evidently  regarded  the  Cotossian  Cl>risttiinii 
as  belonging  to  his  mission -sphere.  His  authority  to  address 
ihcm  was  plainly  unquestioned,  and  the  letter  thowa  traces  of  a 
warm,  mutual  interest  (4'*'*). 

After  a  brief  greeting,  in  which  he  associates  Timotheut  with 
himself  (i***),  he  assures  them  of  his  constant  tliankfutneas  for 
their  fine  Christian  character  (■*'*).  and  of  his  equally  constant 
prayers  for  their  steady  growth  in  the  knowledge  and  service 
( i**-)  of  God  who  had  redeemed  them  by  Jesus  Christ,  the  head 
alike  of  the  acation  {ii*-")and  of  the  church  (i '**'),  according 
to  Paul'sgospel,  at  any  rale  (1  *''*')-  Toptcvcnl  them  and  others 
like  them  in   Asia  Minor  from  being  misled  on   this  cardinal 
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matter  (i^^),  he  reiieralu  the  need  of  adherenct;  to  the  simple 
and  sufficient  faiiti  of  Christ  (»"'■),"  as  opposed  lo  any  extraneous 
tbetwophy  and  ritual  tystem  (i"')  with  ascetic  obligations. 
The  risen  life  with  Christ  is  abo>'e  either  such  severities  (»*"■)  or 
the  lax  conduct  which  they  vainly  oppose.  This  leads  Paul  to 
sketch  the  true  Christian  ethic  in  general  (j"-),  ncRatively  t  and 
potitlvely;  also  specifically  for  Vfivcs  and  husbands  {3'"*'*X 
children  and  parents  (i""),  slaves  and  masters  (3**-4').  With 
■ome  brief  words  of  general  counsel  (4''*)  and  personal  details 
(a''"),  the  letter  then  closcs-j 

CotowIiiM  ii  in  exampJe  of  gieal  proK  liciii|[  iddicHcd  to  a  very  lillle 
clan.  Colouiwu  ■  ircoDd-nie  lownihip.  rnCcriut  lu  it>  (4")  [Mwccful  npigh' 
boon  I^kmScoukI  liknpolUj  «nil  tlw  local  chuich  vrt*  uf  nu  impoiuiicc 
In  tally  ChnMiuuiy.  The  ocovJon  of  ihc  cpinlc  wu  the  arrival  o( 
Ep^ihna(t*)  with  dcws  of  i!>c  churrh,  which  ms  in  Knnc  prtplfiiijr  over 
tpgatmt  ttiOMOpby  rcccntl}'  |»oiiiulKatcd,  and  which  pcihaps— if  vc  aro 
I  Kid  ticlmcn  ibe  linci^hnd  i-ipccicd  or  did  ciptct  B  villi  from  I'aul  [3"). 
:  the  rnomcni  be  m  imprisuifil  g  and  cannol  cumc  tu  Ihem,  nor  docs  he  ap- 
peal lo  anilclfMc  any  uppoxuniiy  for  a  viul ;  II  the  rcauns  of  ihli  Ihey  arc 
to  team  onJIy  fron  Tychicus  and  Oncslmiu  («''*),  who  brins  ihc  epUtle. 
AU  he  can  do  portOTMlly  is  to  wrilc.  Th«  Irltet  itciprocaira  Ihcii  pnyers 
(|t  aal  Vi))i  auuta  them  of  h»  keen  Inlecot  and  piidein  them  (2"),  and 
Imilea  (hcli  iolertit  in  hii  ooa  Tniiaion-work  U'l  I  hut  ils  dominant  aim  is  tn 
toiiu  the  ahtotatc  ■dct|uaey  of  jccit  In  (elation  in  Ihc  world  and  lo  Ihc 
dutch,  lo  ihow  how  failh  in  biiti  icijuiici  no  ouiiidc  philosophy  <a  ooteric 
cnlt  in  Mikt  lo  pcritct  iUelf,  and  lo  cvpotc  Ihc  slisucdily  lutrii  iwirif)  of  any 
nyMkal  tuppttmefil  to  the  Chrlhtlan  eipeiience  of  Jctui  a«  rtdormrr. 
AppweallT  Epaphrat  and  hia  fellov-leichcri  were  unable  to  cope  with  the 
nmiScslioMoflhc  local  thecuDphy,  and  Paul  btfrposeawithihit  Idler  on  thdi 
behalt    The  ptc<lora!a*ncc  of  absiiact  tcachin£  over  penraoal  reference  En  it 

*  The  poinl  of  the  apparently  irrelevant  chiune  wtftttfartn  t*  tix'fia^ 
(a^  a  very  Hat ;  to  be  thankful  10  God  for  all  he  hu  done  and  i*  10  ua  in 
his  Soe^  JQvolTet  ■  ihoofhifiil  and  heany  leaJisation  of  lhc*c  benefiu  which 
■a  ihe  beat  sniidolc  to  any  heutalian  about  hii  power  of  meeting  liie  need* 
of  tkc  aosl.  GflUltude  lo  Cod,  aa  Paul  implle*.  mtajn  a  firmer  tf**P  °f  God 
Icp-a*). 

t  Willi  Col  j"<ontiBK  lh«  tone  of  the  Ihanktgivlni^ln  Plularch'a  Mart'm, 
46, 1 1  i  I>ia|[.  Litett.  I.  33.  and  the  Talmiidic-Bciocholh  ("  Rahbi  )wUh 
tai^  ibtX  ■  man  should  uy  every  day,  Btened  be  God  for  not  creating  me 
a  ftfin.  nof  botiifa,  nor  a  *om«n  "). 

t  Dots  the  phnue,  nfi  al  i\i$ttt  imt\At  (4"),  iiler  lo  a  letter  piciioualy 
MSl  to  the  ColiMaiaDi  by  Paul,  or  limply  to  oral  iiutim^iion  1 

ITUs  wnuM  not  nccesMrlly  follow  from  4'"  {i  avraixii^fit  ittv],  which 
m'l^l  mean  00  mote  than  Ro  16^,  tol  4'  {Uiiiiai)  piiti  ii  beyond  doubL 

I  Epapfarai,  loo,  ii  un.-iUe  to  leiuni,  but  the  C>.>liHuanii  and  the  other  local 
CMstiaaa  an  not  10  <cw  he  ba*  imi  hit  Intctcat  in  ihem  C*""")- 
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ii  natun]  when  one  i«oa11«cU  that  the  reader*  weie  not  diitctljr  con*erla  d 
the  iipaRile,  and  thm  (he  letter  wm  intended  to  b*  tupplemetilcd  brTfchicii^ 
oral  infoimation  (4']  upon  ihc  wrilcr*!  utualion  and  piotpecli. 

§  I.  Oijecl. — The  dangers  felt  by  Paul  in  the  situation  of  the 
Colossiin  Christians  were  due  to  something  at  once  more  serious 
and  dermite  than  mere  shorlcomingH  of  the  pnaieal  religious 
life.  The  presence  of  crrorbls  with  semi-Gnoatic  tendencies  b 
revealed  hy  (he  warnings  against  a  spurious  ^tAo<Tn^&,  arbi- 
trary ivTaX^ara,  and  an  erroneous  SiSacmaAui.  It  is  improbable 
that  any  definite  system  was  being  propagated.  The  likelihood 
is  ratlier  thai  the  local  Christians  were  being  affected  by  a 
syncretisric,  eclectic  movement  of  ihouRht,  fostered  by  esoteric 
tendencies  in  ihc  local  Judaism  (cp.  Hoennicke's  yC  t»»f.) 
Paul's  references  to  ilie  movement  nuiuratly  ate  confmed  to  the 
special  points  at  which  it  threatened  to  impinge  upon  the  true 
faitli  of  Jesus  Christ,  and  we  do  not  possess  any  outside  inde- 
pendent evidence  upon  the  subject;  but  the  tenets  indicate  a 
local  phiue  of  some  syncrctistic  theosophy  (so  recently  Jacquier, 
Haupt,  and  Dibelius),  a  blend  of  disparate  elements  rife  within 
the  popular  religion  of  Phrygia,  together  with  notions  and 
praciioes  current  among  Jewish  circles  which  were  sensitive  to 
semi-Alexandrian  influences. 

That  a  JewUh  elemeni  cntett<l  into  the  theowphy  it  evident  from  (he 
alluaion*  to  cirtfucncinion  and  the  ubbath  [a"'-  "),  tmt  it  wu  a  nibtler  form 
o(  Ie{;Bliini  than  had  crept  into  the  Galatian  chutchei.  The  Law  waa  no 
langirr  oppoaed  10  i{racc ;  no  nlleaipl  wu  mode  to  enforce  the  eetemoniol 
pnKilcea  oi  Judaltm  upon  the  Gentile  Chiisiians,  and  the  erroriati  do  not 
Kcm  lo  have  attacked  Paul  pcnonally.  lliclf  claim  wai  to  lead  men  from  k 
mere  (ailh  in  ChrtH  to  an  eiotenc  -yn^i  which  admitted  the  initiated  iuo 
(he  RiyMerlct  of  an  aneelie  hierarchy  and  the(rl>]f  into  a  higher  and  •  fullei 
relieioui  eipenence.  Theic  iniennediale  beinet  contain  the  divine  fulueta, 
and  ihnefote  are  (o  be  wonhipped  (cp.  Lueken'i  itichai/,  4(.,  61-91)  l>y 
all  who  would  attain  lo  (he  power  and  Inai^'"  o'  ''w  perfected  life  (■*)- 
Such  penonal  ipirita  play  a  cosmic  rAle  alto,  aa  tA  ^reocna  tv0  tttfttv  (>*)  ■ 
their  funclion*  aie  ttnt  only  creative  but  alio  piovidentU,  in  •  aeiMei 
rcKnihlinK  ihoK  o(  the  uinu  in  Roman  Calholidam.  Finally,  thit  lype  <A 
Ihcoiophy  tended  to  foster  aioeliciim  (1'"-]  and  escluovenen  (3").  The 
lallcT  *aa  then,  >a  afterwatiU.  (he  inovilalile  acoampanlment  of  movtBamtt 
which  miphaiitcd  tpeculaiiTe  •itainmenlt.  myitical  or  oiheivise ;  ptetcnsioM 
and  pierogiLtim  were  the  badge  of  all  their  tribe.  At  for  ■iccticiiaa,  or  Iht! 
abalinrotial  tide  of  padiral  rihict,  it  wu  the  natuni  rekuli  ofany  #(X«m^, 
u  Philo  and  Jutcphui  chose  lo  describe  their  Judaism,  nhich  sharply  coo. 
traded  the  oialetial  and  the  spiritual,  making  aiiaiiirnmls  ill  lhekiwwled|;o  ol 
tlieilirlne  beinc itcie^d u|M<n  the  eschewing,  as  laraa  potilbic,  of  eantacl  with 
jron  nuller.     The  noiretse  wat  composed  of  angelic  fmxria-     Mao  wat 
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pMI  «f  th«n  {tp.  I'hilo,  Jt  vitt.  egtrtHiAtu,  a),  ind  therefore  ow«d  them 
ih«  MOW  ton  of  tevcrcDcc  u  the  Miihruc  iiiilule  oued  to  the  uplnti  or  angett 
(cp.  Dfttcrich'i  Mithrai-  Liiirgit'.,  pp.  53l.)i — ■  nvctcDce  which  p*itl]r  con- 
adcd  ia  keeping  one'i  higbei  tcU  pure  bam  >ll  aithljr  cotiupiions.  In  thit 
omj,  u  nibeliui  points  oat,  uigtl'Wonhip  *  anil  ucetidtm  (onn  the  lad  of 
ibeelltfae. 

The  compass  has  been  pretty  well  boxed  in  the  endeavour 
to  ascertain  ihc  ditccdon  of  I'aul's  refutation  in  Colossians. 
The  errorists  have  been  identified  as  Jena  with  theosophic  or 
Akxandnan  tendencies  (Eichhom,  Junker,  Schneckenburger),  m 
pigun  with  Pjlbagotean  (Oroiiu«)  or  Otiental  (Hug)  affinities, 
«  u  Christitns  tiniced  with  Essenc  ideas  (Mangold,  Kldppcr, 
Wei»);  the  ^tXiwo^  has  been  assigned  to  a  definite  source 
nich  as  Mtlhntism  (A.  Steinmana  fn  Siratthurx.  Difftetanhlatl, 
1906,  105-118)  or  Ctfinthus  (MaycrholT,  R,  Scott,  after 
NiBscli).  The  affiniliex  with  EsKenism,  emphasised  bjr 
Thiench,  Ewtld,  Lightfoot,  and  Godcl  amongst  others,  do  not 
•mount  to  Yerj  much;  the  parallel  on  angel -worship  breaks 
dovn,  the  ptaclice  of  asceticism  differs,  and  other  traits  of  tbe 
Colosstan  errorists  do  not  correspond  exactly  to  those  of  the 
Eksenes  (cp.  Hort'i /C  \\f>i.,  and  Junker's  ed.  pp.  14 f.), 
Midiaelis  thought  of  disciples  of  John  the  Baptist ;  the 
TiilMngen  oitto,  followed  by  Saluiiicr,  S.  Davidson,  and 
Pftdderer,  delected  the  physiognomy  of  gnostic  Ebionites. 

S  3.  Aulhtnlidty. — The  reasons  which  led  the  Tiibingen 
school  to  r^ard  Colossians  as  sub-I'auUne  (see  above,  cspccialljr 
Weiujicker,  AA.  tL  140-145 :  and  Briickncr,  Chron.  pp.  41-56, 
138  C )  wi;rc  in  the  main  (j)  loo  rigid  a  view  of  Paul's  mind, 
based  on  the  Corinthian,  Galatian,  and  Roman  ej>isiles ;  and  {ii) 
a  belief  that  the  epistle  presupposed  the  full-blown  gnostic 
syitems  of  the  second  centtiry.  Subsequent  restnrches  into 
ibe  presuppositiotts  of  gnosticism  in  Orientalism  and  in  the 
Utet  phases  of  Jewish  spccubtion  have,  however,  disclosed  the 
edstenoe^  in  more  or  less  developed  forms,  of  widely  scattered 
conoe|Hion3  and  practices  of  a  semi-speculative  tendency,  whidi 
tender  it  quite  posiible  that  such  a  religimis  temper  as  that 
conirorerted  in  Colossians  could  ha.ve  pr^ailed  during  the  first 
century.  The  contact  of  Oricntnti^m  with  Judaism  on  its  specu- 
latire  ar>d  popular  stdet,  in  the  Diaspora,  is  independent  of  and 

*  "  I»  Ulirigen  lit  iHe  Rnf^Ilehie  rimicnlBe  Getnel  Acs  Ptulinlimui, 
wdctNs  vm  da  Logia  J«*a  un  wenie>icn  bccinflunl  ix"  (Ketch,  Da 

Aitttl^HMW.  l«l). 
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prior  to  the  rise  or  Christianity,  and  the  germs  of  whAt  was 
afterwards  gnosticism  can  be  detected  in  various  iiuaiien  during 
the  earlier  half  of  the  first  century.  At  any  time  after  a.d,  40, 
early  Chiisttaniiy  was  ui^on  the  edge  of  such  speculative 
tendencies ;  and  white  a  di8CU»«on  such  as  that  of  Colossians  ia 
unprecedented,  so  far  as  Paul's  epistles  are  concerned,  it  is  a 
long  way  from  being  historically  a  prolepsis. 

(a]  The  tnces  of  ColouEsiu  in  Ihe  cuKcr  half  at  the  tccond  ccslarj 
lit«r>tnte  are  both  d[m  and  dubiou*.  In  Bum.  xii.  7  (A>  a4ry,  ir,  JenaL, 
wllrra.  ttd  iti  a^Sr)  i'^''  (rd  rdvra  Si  a^rod  «J  *it  avrAr  turiffrnt  ,  •  •  cot  t4 
wirra  ir  aCr^  awJmgKf)  may  be  echoed  (cp.  nar'  tUira,  3"'  •tj.  lit),  and 
(he  occunrnw  of  d^wr  Inif  la')  in  Clem  Rom.  ii.  4  it  noliKable  :  bnt  neitha 
here  not  in  fDlykuii  (i.  1  =  1"^,  z.  1.  ficiii!  in  fide  ci  !niniuuliilcK=  I*,  cp. 
I  Co  is"J  can  itrtsbe  laid  on  ihe  caincidencei,  though  Pol.  xL  i  =  J*.  wwe 
It  not  (or  Epli  j',  vrould  be  a  cerlnin  teminiKence.  The  practice  uf  Ignaliui 
In confininif  ffiSrJauXot  (□  dencona  {Efik.  ii  ,  A/agw,  ii.,  J'Ait.  It.,  SjH^rn.  M.), 
may,  however,  as  LiehtFoot  suggest*,  be  ■  reflection  of  Col  i'  4'  (where  atone 
Paul  eniployt  Ihe  teem,  anil  bulh  limes  with  iidtarat)  itnii  Ihe  uthei  paialleU 
{t*' =  SfijrrM.  i.  2,  taOi^uiiilrtvt  ir  ry  anvptf,  t"=Triill.  v.  1,  ifoiA  oal 
iipara)  Kive  to  corroborate  upon  the  whole  the  likelihood  thai  Ibe  epUtle 
wai  known  to  Ignallu*.  In  Hennas,  the  dctcrij)tiun  n(  Chriat  u  4  N4 
ll'u.  II.  iL  8),  if  ii  be  accDtate,  might  leflecl  Jn  14*  a*  much  aa  Col  3*,  the 
mote  M  as  the  rtEnenc«  to  'denying  the  law'  in  the  context  points  to 
paaagei  like  Mt  to*  ;  and  Sim.  IX.  nii.,  with  tti  deAnition  of  fiod'*  Son  ■• 
vdo^  r^t  rrlffftM  a^aO  upoyrritTtiiot  (a)  and  Ui  aUorion  to  Christ's  Mlmkm 
of  angels  (IJ).  indicntn  (he  hprcail  of  (he  idrai  of  Colouians  latbn  than  ■ 
definite  icqualntance  with  lii  text.  The  inclution  of  the  epitlle  in  Uareioa'i 
Canon  prores,  however.  Ihal  il  wu  well  known  at  Rome  u  ebewhua 
during  ihii  pctioit,  and  the  inlcience  to  be  dean  n  Itom  tlie  tcanty  DM  olit  as 
Compiiied  with  the  richer  icacs  of  l^phetisru  ii  lhal  the  lallcr  writtag,  bjt  it* 
(uperior  IBM  and  value,  mutt  have  (ended  (o  allrscl  more  notice  bom 
those  "ho  were  in  Rympiithy  with  the  idcaa  voiced  by  both.  Like  the 
other  I'BuUnc  Icilen,  it  is  definitely  cited  by  Irenvui  (oA.  h»tr.  in.  14.  ib 
4"),  Tettullian  {e.g.  lU  frantr.  kMr,  vii.  =>!*],  and  Clsm.  Alei.  (Stnm,  \, 
I.  etc.  =  i"],  brside*  beinj!  included  in  the  Muialorian  Canon  and  caiplojml 
by  OtiEcn  (r.  Ctli.  r.  S^a""'*].  The  allusioas  in  Juitin  to  ChtiM  as  the 
rfwrirwM  vd^vi  triam\  WW,  U»v.,  cp.  I»>iv.,  and  CtlkrrI,  ad 
Gnufti,  XV.),  and  lo  the  vifHTa|i4  {DM.  all.,  xliii.],  probably  flow  6eai 
Cot  t'"-  and  ]'"■.  while  gnouic  *ccts  like  the  Teralld  used  it,  w  well  u 
BssiUdea  and  Ptolenianu  [accordtni;  to  Hippoljtui). 

ft)  Tb«  vocabulary  pieients  no  fealilro  which  neceMutly  Involve*  mb- 
Pauline  auihor.  When  account  is  taken  of  the  bet  that  Pa«l  is  writing 
upon  a  new  subject  to  a  sti*nK«  church,  in  wtilcti  no  objediom  bad  btm 
taken  iu  hii  npmnrilic  authorily  or  cotpel.  the  proportion  of  taftx  temr»mm« 
ia  not  onnaluiaL  Several  ehancttriitic  Pauline  lermi  are  Uckins,  *^t■ 
irudXi'^K,  ttraaSai,  tl  «t4,  <I  ''•>>  •'  nl.  <'rtp>  mrvria,  Xwvir,  fifiXXar, 
aiiciTt,  Vfl9ar  ibut,  on  the  othei  hind,  Jiioioniri  is  also  absent  frooi  iTben, 
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inmbrr  (Including  tttalvcu.  IJni/iM,  Menit,  evrvpla,  lrar«H)  tut  iJm 
1  hm  Gkl.,  JiJiueiw  (iFTrr  rxcuti  evrti  in  I  Thni. ,  1  Coi.,  and  Phil., 
•4mi  it  abamt  from  S  Cor.,  vunifiia  Utim  1  Cur.,  jnd  rraupit  Tium  Kumsni. 
CaWnl  conwruclkini  ■nd  compoiitc  lormt  me  unuuially  ricqucnt,  hui  thrf 
<bMlt  OdludtuM  aajr  primuy  aigumeTit  a^uiml  the  ?suUnc  autTionhip. 

Tb«  ftyk  it  ptf tiapi  dowtr  uid  loftier  than  that  of  the  mrlirr  rjiiitlei; 
«hMn  *ie  linked  lo  oiw  uialhet  by  paniciplci  nnd  rclmiva.  nftcn  in  a  loote 
rmnfftinn  if^.  i^l.  ohich  con( rut x  with  Haurx  •jidinaT}'  uwofpuriirrleslikc 
4*1  )''>  *^<)  iiJri.  There  mre  anacoloulhi.  bul  the  dlaleclic  it  ltd  rapiil  tnd 
peJMcd.  dpccuDy  in  ihe  opening  *t«linns  of  the  «pi>tlc.  "  Die  AUuJrtlcVc 
ssdwckbtv,  vollcr,  fcieitlelicr,  die  Cedanlten  tind  hreitvr  luigMponnrn,  vgl. 
3^.  VUta  lc&rwl«  d«n  Stil  ein«n  litargischen  nennen.  wic  wir  ihn  cCwa  auC 
EhRDdekKtcn  Hr  Aut;u«ui  finden  "  INlipti,  ly^rtiiiati  As  Pstilm.  %»,). 
Ttih  however,  nuj'  be  due  to  the  alMenee  of  any  pcnonal  opponent.  The 
riicaaMaBCt*  wer«  not  Rich  u  to  provoke  Ihe  apution  and  ihc  iharp  ar|^ 
neniBtivc  nttbod  a-hich  characteriw,  t.t.,  GaUlian*  «nd  Coriniliians, 

(e)  Tbe  ipecaUlivc  advance  conitituie*  •  more  terioui  diflicuU)',  ChriM 
u  ( l"- )  the  principlv  of  crcalion,  but  ihit  i>  imph'ed  in  1  Co  8°  and  due  to 
Ibe  daboMlon  of  Ui  pie-ottlence  aa  •  heavenly  Man.  Hi*  cotmical 
aipdflcanee  (1"  rii  Wrrs  ^  o^ry  ffurJffTn(»)ii  *  corollary  ofitiIk.and  ih« 
deonneorhiipencnaxheobjtel  of  cmlion  (l"rdrcbTa(I(a(rAr  Icritfrai) 
is  ao  more  oppotod  to  i  Co  15",  Ro  ii"  Ihnn  it  1  Co  8*lo  Ro  li**. 
The  triumph  o*  the  redeemer  over  hojlile  ipiriti  (i"*,  cp,  i")  li  aim  pre- 
ai^tpoMd  id  I  Co  3*^  and  Phil  1^ ;  the  Cormri  pawa([e,  in  £Kt,  indicate!  that 
thcM  were  ekncett  in  Patil'i  iheoiophy  which  were  more  central  than  the 
of  lh«  oUnI  Iclten  lu^.til.  Often,  ai  at  Theualonlka  and 
.  llMy  had  10  be  li^rtd  in  hit  ordinary  prtachinc ;  but  all  along 
.  hii  Connie  tpeculatiom,  and  Coloisians  i»  an  example  of  how  he 
cvdoptdthcni  when  aa  oecaiiun  offered  (or  ctpirningihem  incetuin  appIiO' 
Ib  Dccting  llie  Colouiin  heiny,  he  nuluially  drew  Ur|:cly  upon  the 
^oabslary  and  idea  of  the  voffo  which  he  wat  in  Ihe  hahil  of  inipadin|[  to 
the  nlwl*.  Fsnbennote,  he  piobulity  lucd  Mvenl  technical  lermt  «m- 
fioTcd  by  tbe  crtoriMi  ihcniKlvea.  These  coniidcruloni  may  help  to  «ho* 
kow  itie  advanced  chnHoJogy  of  thlt  cpiatle,  etpecially  when  il  11  taken  along 
«Kh  PmltpplBUa  doe*  not— ernt  in  in  ccamic  cxiention  of  the  redemptive 
death  BOd  in  its  orpnic  retalion  of  Ctiriit  10  the  church — repreient  a  position 
*UA  woold  h*ve  b(«9  Deccuarily  impouililc  br  Paul  to  occupy. 

lUoMiI  peao6  of  ib«  Pauline  character  of  Ihia  chrlitoloc  may  be  fannd 
b  Oenney'a /riaif  nni  tkt  Gei/^Higoq],  pp.  34^,  and  in  M.  Dibeliiu,  lAi 
CnHtrwtKim  ClaiUii  da  Fail»i  I1909),  pp.  tlS-151.  The  latter  critic, 
tAcr  Wl  odMnMire  diKmaion  of  PAeiderar'a  ar|[URicnt(,  conclude*  that 
"Milfacrlh«laii(«iC*B"  tti'^t'^UofCol  1-1  tender  (he  Pauline  authot- 

1 4.  /i/flfnyy.— iteditating  hypothCKK  have  more  than  once 
been  suggnicd  in  order  to  explain  here,  as  itt  the  caxe  of  (he 
(ttstoraU,  ili<e  apparent  mixture  of  Pauline  and  sub-Pauline 
demenu.  Thus  Ewald  (A-nA^AfyrArw,  pji.  466  f.)  attributed  ilic 
te  nUtle  to  Timolhcus  (i')i  >s  Spitu  did  aflerwardt 
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wilh  a  Thesaalonian-i,  whil*C  Hitrig  (^ur  Xritik  fauHn.  Brirfe, 
1870,  pp.  azf.)  regarded  1  he  epistle  as  S  gonuine  Pauline  note 
worked  np  for  laicr  and  dogmatic  purposes,  and  R.  Scott  {Th» 
Pauline  Ephllti,  300  f.)  a.ttriht)Ies  its  composition  entirely  to 
Timothcus.  When  the  stylistic  data  arc  Taitty  weighed,  however, 
ihe  necessity  for  stich  hypothes«  Urgely  dinppcare.  Mow 
might  be  said,  perhaps,  for  the  supposition  that  the  epistk 
contains  some  interpolations  in  its  canoniol  text  {cpt  '"rin',M 
Btilrage  tur  Kriti'k  paitL  Brie/r,  pp.  ji  f.,  59  (.),  The  possibility 
of  such  changes  being  made  during  the  second  century  is  (o  be 
admitted,  especially  as  scrilies  had  always  the  temptation  of  con 
forming  Colossians  to  Ephcsians.  When  the  latter  b  Uken  as 
sub-fauline,  any  glosses  in  Col.  may  be  referred  (i.)  cither  to  the 
author  of  Eph.,  or  (ii.)  to  subsequent  editors.  For  the  former 
hypothesis  (Holtzmann,  cp.  TL/..,  iSjj,  jo9f.,  1891,  nt-t 
Hausrath,  iv.  113  f.,  and  Sottau)  see  further  below.  The 
latter  is  more  convincing  because  less  rigorous,  although  the 
working  out  of  the  hypothesis  carries  us  often  behind  any  tcKtiuJ 
evidence^ 


I 


chrioc^l 


Editorial  handtiag  hu  Iimo  *iuptcl«d.   t^.,  id   (a)  i*****  {thre  chridc^l 
tii^ol  wction)  In  whole  at  putt  (om.  '•  Mardon,  ■*■"  von  S«(t(«i, 
WrltM,  '*'*'  Ilollunann  uiil  Clemen}  *  owin|t  to  iti  bully  canneciion  and  (be 
difficulty  of  hannoniiing  tbc  rKoncilini;  of  ri  .  .  .  lApmiKt  with  the  view  of 
I*"',  or  even  with  the  Ptullne  dudfine  eltewhert  (cp.  Haljiin,  Tlti»l.  StitditH, 

.  .  .  «>pif).  which  might  be  a  calholiciiii^  ifloa  [n  Weine.  ).  Weiu).     The  1 
oorrupt  slile  of  the  tell  in  1"''*  hat  aUo  led  to  attempt*  at  emenilaiCon  i 
sml  hvpiilhc*c»  of  tnletpoUtion   ("'"  tfAwr  .  .  .  tiifi"*^'*;  "■ ",  W<ii»e|1 
n.  ibh  i»_   ,i„a  ,od  «Br4   ctX.  ",  irtw*  .  .  ,  rirl  ».  Ilildc ;  "'"^  »  ^1 
n»    .   .    .    Tirf  *,   Holtimann).      "Thi«   epltile,    and    more  ctpedaUy 
in  tecond  chapter,  appcan  to  have  been  iti-procn-ed  in  andenl  limca* 
(WH.   iL   1171,  but   luch  tntctpolalion*  w  gloMn  aa  majr  imnniNj 
oanjectured  do  not  point  to  anj'  faT'ieachinc  procew  of  edltli^  Isaal  of  •E'j 
upon  the  pari  of  (he  author  (or  under  ihe  influence)  of  Epheuaot. 

In  ■"*  under  the  ipeculaiive  chrittology  (hero  vibcatc*  a  doetrine  ^n 
10  Ihut  of  Ihe  Alvianiliun  Judaitni  which  teippcan  In  Phlto,!  aci»>id!ni;  ta 


•  Einkriiluhbii,  pp.  I»7  f.  ;  faului,  i.  pp.  117  f, 

t  ti/Xaw   (1")    tccini   to  t>c  diher  a  glou    |Dakhu<racn,   Baljon)  or 
eomipiion  of  tome  piimllire  reading  like  i\0iir  (Jiiniui,  Toup,  Linwood),, 
MXiw  (CWicui).     In  ■/."Ht  imtrt(ar  q^  i>  prohibl)'  ■  mareinal  glott 
on  mff'  ^Mw. 

;  "  Chtiit  WM  not  a  by  figuie  that  Paul  could  dnpe  as  he  choae  ia  (be 
iaerf  of  ralniliiinn  apoalyplic  or  of  .Mcxandilan  phllotophy.  Ila  i«  nel 
nhiblltni;  Chrlat  a>  divine  at  qutii-dlvine,  by  intcstlng  him  in  the  1 
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I  ibe  lyigat  u  God's  diadow  («la)  wu  rmptuyrd  *i  ihe  orEan  of  God 
•I  cmtioa  itfg.  aikg.  \a.  31).  the  Lo^s  alio  beinf;  phot  i»  all  ciMiion  iUg. 
^  «JEtf.   tH.  61).     But  itma  U  not  Ihe  ili^hi-cBi   rca-ton   foi   conJeclurinK  1u 
I  doc*,  Aitlilu  A'HHi/frvsa,  a.  475)  a  luti  wutee,  tiraling  of  (he  Loco* 
\inm  ibe   OT   uuiilpoint,   behind    Philo,    the  aathar  of  Culouiani,   and 
[TbtophUiM  ot  Aniloch,  tlmply  becauw  ihr  same  leim,  wpi^arUm  witii% 
irimtt,  b  applied  lo  Col  i"  lo  Ibe  Son  of  Cod  ai  U  uMd  by  Fliilo  and 
IbeopbUut  l»J  Amtt}.  ii.  ti)  fot  the  Locoa, — Theophiliu  ncvct  cltewhrrc 
.■1b(  ihc  Pauline  cplaiioL 

r  Holtimznn's  ingenious  and  compticated  theory  postulates 
an  original  Pauline  epistle,  directed  against  the  legul  and  ascetic 
teadeocies  of  the  Colosslans ;  this  was  worked  up  by  the  aulor 
MdSfMttitfj,  first  of  alt,  into  the  canonical  Ephesians,  asa  protest 
■fdnst  a  Jevish-Christtan  theosopliy,  and  afterwards  remodelled 
Kparately  into  the  canonical  Colossians.  Such  filagree- 
oritidxin  has  failed  10  win  acceptance ;  the  literary  criteria  are 
too  nibJectiTe,  and  the  evidence  for  bisecting  the  error  attacked 
b  Colaanm  b  not  convincing.  Soltau  po&tulaics  an  original 
Colossian  epistle,  its  framework  visible  in  Col  i''*-  '-^  '^>*  and 
4*-*  with  its  main  contents  in  a  threefold  division :  (a)  a  section 
independent  of  Eph.,  viz.  j'-3*  (with  interpolations  in  i*  '■  ••  '»■■ 
KifcU.tk^  (^)  J,  christological  section  i"**,  and  {e)  the  table 
of  boosehold  duties,  3*-4'- '".  This  was  worked  over  by  a 
hter  editor  using  the  efHstle  to  tlte  Laodiceons,  whose  original 
tana  may  be  reconstructed  perhaps  from  Col  t*'-*»  3*-4*-  ^-i' 
(with  on  address  modelled  on  Col  i'-*,  Eph  i'-*).  Then 
cane  the  composition  of  Eph.,  based  in  part  also  on  the  epistle 
to  Laodicca,  aft<.-r  which  Col.  suffered  further  accretions,  largely 
due  to  on  interpolator  who  used  Eph.  But  thu  hypothesis  is  not 
pefenUe  to  Holtimann's.  It  assumes  that  the  original 
Cohwsians  was  rxtt  drcubted  at  all  widely ;  that  it  sufTcred  a 
twofold  process  of  homilctical  and  dogmatic  ex|)ans)on  to  a  degree 
uopatallelcd  m  the  history  of  early  Christian  literature;  and, 
inaUy,  that  the  ministry  which  Archippus  is  to  fulfil  (4'^  i*  to 
look  after  the  interests  of  Onesimus  I  On  general  grounds  this 
ciplaxMtion  of  the  lelation.ihip  between  Col.  and  Ejih.  has 
nothing  more  in  its  favour  than  most  of  its  rii-als ;  and,  above  all, 
the  criteria  employed  to  delect  later  glosses  in  the  original  tejit, 

mA  mwrtBln  £lc«ic*  of  the  Alaandiian  Ix^as ;  he  is  casting  upon  all 
acaitwi  and  icd^nptien  (he  Hcadfut  and  unuiivcTirq:  light  of  that  divine 
pmeBCc  of  which  h*  wa*  aMnrnI  In  ChrUl,  and  fur  which  the  Alcxaadrians 
Ud  p^pcd  In  TBia"  (Denney,  ^M  and  fit  C»rf*/,  36-37). 
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jind  to  sL-paintc  the  i«ro  forms  of  the  cpittle,  arc  often  wbitrur- 
Tiiat  g)ussl.-^  mxy  huve  crcjit  in  from  the  margin  into  thii,  aa 
into  oihir  epistles  of  Paul,  is  perfectly  [loisible  ;  liut  the  reasons 
adduord  m  the  present  instance  for  such  intcrpoLntions  are  not 
convincing.  Soliau  seems  to  assume  that  wherever  parallel 
passages  occur,  one  or  other  must  be  secondary ;  which  rests  on 
an  entirely  a  priori  conception  of  style,  especially  in  an  episile, 
and  on  an  enoncoua  estimate  of  Paul's  style  in  paiticuUr. 
Thus  no  adequate  grounds  can  be  alleged  why  one  «rritcr  should 
not  itfei  three  times  to  Christ  as  i)  Kt^oAij,  or  why  the  repeti- 
tion of  almost  synonymous  terms,  lilic  (a*)  ipptiufUrct  and 
rtSt/itXiuiiUyoi,  ;thould  lie  held  un-Pauline.  Furthermore,  the 
supposed  aim  of  the  original  Colossian  epistle,  vii.,  to  oppose 
ihe  tfnKoiTo^ia  of  Philo,  involves  too  restiiclcd  •  oteaniog  oi 

Mich«li«n')    throry   b   even    more    elabovate,      PAcidrrer,    mho   alM 

potlulilo  >  I'luUiic  atlginkl,  tnoic  piudcnlly  ilecllnei  to  reconiliuct  It  oM 
cil  Ihc  canonial  epiitU,  which  he  icfjiid*  u  K  lutuetjuent  ulnpuiioo  oc 
ntcLilng  of  the  KonulM  le(t«i  t  tnit  ihb  it  little  itnpiovaaetit  oa  ib«  HoUi- 

tnann-Soltau  vie*. 

{ 5,  Plaa  and  Perioi. — To  the  peiiod  of  imptisonment 
under  Felix  at  Ctesareo,  some,  if  not  all,  of  the  captivity-epistle* 
have  been  assigned:  CoL,  Epb.,  and  Philemon  by  D.  Scbulu 
{SK,  iSiQ,  pp.  616-617),  after  Bcia  and  Thiersch,  with  Schott 
(§  66),  Boilger  (Beilragt,  W.  47  f.),  Wiggers  {SK.,  i«4>.  PP-  43<»- 
450),  Meyer,  Laurent,  Schcnkcl,  Hausraih  (iv.  iiS-ii9,  Col.  and 
Philemon),  Subatier  (pp.  315-149),  Keuss,  Weiss,  and  Haupt; 
and  even  Philippians  by  O.  Holumann  {TLZ.^  1890,  p.  177; 
NT  Ztiigtsfhiehit,  ppL  133-134).  Spitla  {^/^wcAiVA/^,  j8i  ;  Urt. 
x.  34),  and  Macphetson  (^Ephttiam,  pp.  S6-94).  Philemon* 
and  Philippians  (tec  below)  must  certainly  be  dated  in  the 
Roman  im]>nsonment,  however,  and    there    is   not  evidence 

*  "  Pkul'i  expeclaiiont  of  relcuc  w«r«  mort  naluraj  >t  Kome  (had  M 
Cawro.  During  the  Ultcr  part  of  hU  imptuonmcnt  >t  Cmans  he  knew 
thai  tit  wufoing  10  Komc.  It  wouM  tx  nKvuaiy  ihcn  to  place  the  Itlla 
in  the  («jlln  put.  But  it  dots  not  well  auii  thlt.  (01  I'kul  had  Ixcn  faf  a 
long  linie  &niioui  10  mc  Rom«.  and  it  ii  mooi  unlikely  ib>i  lie  ilioulcl  thiak 
of  eoini;  to  C0I0UK  fifti"  (!'<*''<■.  ^OT.  iii.  491-^91).  Tlw  aiKumcnl* 
againkt  the  Oauan  period  are  lucdnclly  put  by  Keck  {Bmt.  H  161* 
l6j}  md  Hon  {Rfmtiu  tad  Efittiivu,  lOi-iio].  Yen  Ilic  uthci  m>1c. 
Me  E.  L.  Hkks  {.Tkt  IifrprMr,  Anil  totO:  "Did  Si.   PanI  write  lieai 
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rnough  to  prove  the  conmiy  for  Coloui.in$.  Ha<j  it  been 
vritten  from  Cieaatva  (no  von  OubsditiU,  Vn.  toa),  koin« 
(;r«ting  fiom  Phitip  (Ac  ii*'*)  would  have  been  included,  of, 
■J  Any  rate,  >on>u  nicnlion  of  him  among  the  ap(»tlc'>  riicnds  and 
tooipAnions  (4"}i  The  two  yeais  in  Cxsarea  are  certainly  a 
blank,  attd  as  nruinly  Paul  must  hnvc  been  active  during  ihb 
ntcrval,  but  we  are  not  eiitiiled,  without  adequate  evidence,  to  fill 
tip  Ibb  Wank  by  pbcing  Colossians  or  any  olbcr  episitc  within 
iu  limits.  Then:  tt  no  rvoton  (O  bniik  away  from  ihc  ordinary 
new  that  Colossians  was  composed  during  Paul's  imprisonment 
at  Roine.  As  Philippians  was  certainly  the  last  letter  he  wroic, 
ColoHtans  falls  earlier;  it  i«  earlier  tlian  Ephckianx,  even  when 
Ihc  letter  is  ascribed  to  Paul  (so  especially  Honig,  ZIVT.,  1871, 
65  f,  followed  by  Weiss,  AJT.  u  377  f-;  Sabalier,  ESR.  iv. 
439  f.;  and  Godet,  IJVT.  475-490),  tl)ough  Coletidg;e  {Taife- 
Ta/Jt,  May  »s,  i8jo)  thought  otherwise.  "The  Epistle  to  the 
3pheaiar)s  is  evidently  11  catholic  epistle  addressed  to  the 
■hole  of  ottai  alight  be  called  St.  Paul's  diocese.  It  is  one 
if  the  divincst  compotitiont  of  man,  .  .  .  The  epistle  to  the 
Coiocnaiu  is  the  overflowing,  as  it  vere,  of  St.  Paul's  mind  upon 
the  sune  subject."  This  priority  of  Ivphesians  is  upheld  by 
Bichhom,  Uohmer,  Hug.  Credncr,  .An^er,  Schneckenburger, 
Matthica,  Reu&s  Cuericke,  T.  K.  Abbott,  and  P.  Ewald  amongst 
ubers,  who  advocate  iu  Pnuline  auihonhip,  mainly  on  the  giound 
Ibat  it  ia  the  epistle  referred  10  in  Col  4'*  <and  iherefore  written 
previously).  MaycrhofT,  among  critics  of  the  opposite  school, 
ii  ftlnost  alone  in  putting  it  jiiior  to  Colossians. 

}  6.  TAe  La&dittan  tfhiU. — The  enigmatic  reference  to  an 
epistle  i%  A«mSiicmc  (4**)  has  given  rise  to  a  swarm  of  hypotheses,* 
idCDltfytng  the  writing  in  ijue^iion  either  with  one  or  another  of 
tbe  extant  Pauline  letters,  t^,  Ephesians  (so,  further,  Grotius, 
Untfa^  Mill,  H'elttein,  Paley,  Hofmann,  Mangold,  iiol£hausen),t  or 
I  Tim.  (John  of  Damascus,  Tbeophylact),  or  Philemon  (Wieseler, 
CnwiwMA  4t  tfiistoia  taodiana  juam  vulgo  ptrdilam  pulant, 
1844]^  or  else  with    Hebrew*    (Schullhess,   Schneckenburger, 

*  Special  iDoiwcraphs  by  K.  RudnufT  [>&  ifiii^U  laadUmnimm,  Clesten, 
lUo),  C  J.  Hsih(£/ii/.  adLacJ.  in  mtyt/it,  aJ  £/A.  octtin^a,  Eikngen, 
IJSO,  R.  Aagcr  (tVto-  JfH  Ijtti.-Britf,  i.eipug,  iSflj}*,  A.  Swtoii  ((.'**«■ 
iml.-Briif,  iSsjJi  ice,  furthct,  Zabn  {G/C.  i.  a77f.,  ii.  8jf..  tfi${..  jSsf.), 

tE^MMllj  t>y  Lanicni  ijAiri./ir  dtuiuikt  Tittt.,  1866,  lagf.)  uJd 
(iM£,  1870,  l6(if.>. 
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etc).*  Th«  Ephesian  hypolhesis  has  won  some  fovour  tn  the 
form  or  a  conjecture  ihat  tw  AaaHtKl^  was  in  one  of  the  copies 
of  the  circubr  letter  now  known  ai  H|>he»tan!(  (so,  e.j;..  Usher, 
Matthies,  Cony bcarc  and  Howson,  Credner,  Micliaelii,  Eichhom, 
Schradcr,  Olshauscn,  Wiggcrs,  Ncnnder,  Anger,  Harlcu,  Blcck, 
Lightfooc,  Salmon,  Abbott) ;  under  the  title  rpct  Xnoivim*,  it  is 
■rgucd,  Mardon  placed  EphesianH  in  his  Canon  (see  below,  under 
Ephesians).  The  hypothesis  of  Theodore  of  Mopsucslia,  CaK'in, 
Bcia,  Eratmus,  CorndiuK  h  I  jpide,  RsliuK,  and  oihcru,  ihal  the 
epistle  was  one  from  the  Laodicean  church  to  Paul  (or  Epaphras, 
or  Colossi),  not  from  Paul  to  ihem,  is  needless  gramma lica I Ijr,  as 
Jfc  has  the  ]iregnant  force  of  /ri>m  and  oul  of,  and  intrinsically 
improbable,  as  Paul  was  much  more  likely  to  give  directions 
about  a  leller  which  he  had  written  to  the  neighbouring  church 
of  Laodicea  than  about  one  which  that  church  had  written  or 
was  to  write  to  him.  'I'hc  context  plainly  implies  (noi  jl>>*«t) 
that  the  Colosiians  and  the  I^odiceans  »tood  in  the  same 
relation  to  the  two  letters  in  question. 

No  trace  of  this  epi.ttle  is  to  be  found,  and  tt  must  b« 
egarded  as  having  perished  at  an  early  date  afleT  its  composition. 
It  was  in  order  to  avoid  this  conclusion  that  an  epistle  of  Paul 
could  have  been  lost,  atiempts  were  made  to  identify  it  with 
I  Tim.,  al  the  close  of  which  the  words  <ypa^>f  owo  XaofiKCMt  (I'.f. 
L.  =  place  of  composition)  are  added  in  several  MSS  (Zahn,  GK. 
ii.  567  f.),  just  as  occasionally  at  the  close  of  one  or  other  of  ibe 
Thessalonian  epistles.  But  Paul  had  never  been  at  Laodicea. 
Probalily  it  was  the  same  motive  which  prompted  the  cognate 
explanation  of  4*  A.  as  "sent  from  Laodicea  to  Paul"  (see 
above).  But  the  letter  could  have  been  niHther  written  by  Paul 
at  Laodicea  (a  place  he  had  never  evangelised)  nor  composed 
by  the  Laodiccans  themselves. 

It  is  plain  from  Col  a'  that  Paul's  letter  to  the  chtiich  of 
Laodicea  was,  like  Colosuans,  addressed  to  Christians  wtn 
were  strangers  to  htm.  The  apostle  orders  the  two  churches, 
bdng  on  the  same  fooling  towards  himself,  to  exchange  copim  of 
their  respective  epistles.  The  latter  point  bears  incidentally  on 
the  circulation  of  apostolic  epistles.  I'he  first  injunction  (cp. 
I  Th  s*')  was  to  get  an  e[»stle  read  to  alt  the  members  of  the 
church  addressed,  instead  of  to  any  coterie  or  ciide ;  the  next 

*  Fhiluttiua  (.Harr.  Xkuos.  )  menlitiu  iliis  upiniun  u  Iwld  bjr  tome  who 
aHriliulnl  tis  compcdlion  to  l.uke. 
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n>  to  promote  in  certain  case*  the  drcuUtion  of  a  given  epistle 
inong  neifihttouttng  churches.  The  Colos^tan  Chi  atians  were 
not  only  to  salulc  the  Christians  Kt  Laodicea  (Col  4"),  but  to 
eomniunicatc  Col(»sians  to  them  and  secure  "  Laodiceans  "  from 
tbetn,  or  rather  to  read  ii  when  they  received  It  in  due  course. 
The  mofl  natural  meaning  of  rijc  ix  AaointtiK  {  =  ihe  letter  you 
ire  to  receive  from  Laodicea)  implies  that  Paul  had  cither  given 
oral  instructions  (to  Tychicus  ?}  to  have  a  copy  of  I^odiccans 
»cnt  10  the  neighbouring  church  of  Coloss6,  or  inserted  in  tliat 
letter  an  injunction  oorreiponding  to  Col  4'*'".  He  gives  no 
nsuon  Tor  this  procedure,  and  it  does  not  follow  that  Lan(Iic<:an{i, 
any  more  than  Colouians,  was  a  circular  pastoral  intended  for 
sevtrral  churches.  The  probability  is  tliat,  like  Colouians,  it  had 
individual  traits,  wbeteas  the  canonical  Epbesians  contains  none 
of  these. 

The  pKodo-Panllne  Epittala  ad  tjtaduensa  u  *  much  l>lci  foti^cry.  ilaifng 
bvm  ike  Moand  (Zahn)  et  more  protably  ihc  Fuutih  century ;  cp.  Himick, 
ACL.  L  pp.  ]6-}T,  uid  Lii-hifonl'i  CaltiiiaHi  (pp.  tjil)}  Yam  froh 
SptAUi  USS  are  noticed  in  Jill-  (xiiil.  pp.  73  f.),  uid  >  truucriprion  of 
oac  ia  Madrid  is  given  by  Ptuf,  E.  J.  GLiocKiK-cd  in  AJJ',  (1904)  pp.  jjfr- 
{jS.  Tike  cplwlc  wai  not  only  tcad  in  wmc  ciidex  af  ihe  early  church 
("legnal  qoidoci  et  ^d  Laodifrn&ei,  wd  &b  omnibiu  cxplodilur,"  Jerome, 
Ait^.iitliatr.  5),  but  wiitcty  cKciiluied  in  i)ic  niedJKval  period.  Foiovrtnini 
^fi*1'*T»  "  ihia  forGcd  epitlle  hovered  about  Ihe  doai  of  the  acred  Canon, 
wfUwntcitbtr  fimlini' admiuion  or  beinf;  prreu>(>torily  eKCtudcd.  At  tmgih 
the  revhal  of  It>niln|i  ilolt  lit  dcaih-t>taw  to  this  u  to  to  many  other 
pfetcfuioni''(Lighifoi>I,  p.  397}. 

(F)  PHILEMON. 

LmaATUaC— <«)  Editions— Beiidn  moil  edd.*  of  ColoMbuu,  Me  lh« 
tpMU  cdd.  by  R.  Rollock  (Genm,  t6oi) :  W.  Jonn  [London,  i6j5) ;  I^ 
C  G.  Schmidt  (17^6):  G.  C.  Sii^-rr  <i78l)i  H^ternlMch  (Butl,  1819)1  J. 
K.  L  Demiac,  Ertlnrviig  d.  Phil.  Beit/a  (i&t4):  IL  A.  Petermann,  ad 
fidim  vtrntmum  .  .  ,  ntm  tatvm  t*xlu  orif.  gr»/i  (Berlin,  1844):  Rolhe, 
PialiadMU.ifiiMari»UrfTtlMMAIiltriiv.eMigfli<a{httmi:a,  itlMl'jKoch 
(Zaridi,  1S46) :  Wiesneet  (in  Olihaioen'j  CDmm.  iSjo) ;  F.  R.  Kuhno 
(lSj6h  Blcck  (bcrho,  i£6s):  van  Uii-.ieReo  (Kni;,  tr,  New  Vork,  iS65)t 

'  The  Latin  ifii  of  ihc  qiltvle  ia  jiimird  by  Lighiroiit  (with  ■  Gk. 
Mndning),  WevcoM  (C*<Hn  ef  lit  NT,  appcndii  E),  and  Wohlenbcig  In 
hfa  ediiiaa  of  Ibe  Putural  epiMlei(pp.  U9i)- 

>  Bipcdally  lho«  by  Meyer,  Ellicotl,  Lightfool.  Oltnmnre.  and  Ilaiipt. 
Il  Ii  edited  by  wcae  oihen  <^t.g.  Wietin^ier  and  M.  R.  Vincent)  along  with 
nffippiaa*,  I7  ■  few  {t^g-  ^-  T-  /jichaiia  and  M,  V.  Sadler)  along  with  the 
taaon)  cpiiDca. 
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U.  R.  Vinniii  t,rcC.  1897,  'PhJIifiptaM  *nd  niilcmoft*);  LoeLcn  (£V7.* 
1906):  A-  II.  Dnndale  (I906)  i  A.  SclniiiiSDn  (i^Otl) :  OcsI«ik]r  {SGT. 
1910). 

(*)  Studio-  ].  C.  C.  KloXixh,  dt  Kiviam  il  itnieli  ifiiUtat  att  l%iUm. 
{1791I  •  ['-  H.  WiMtehiil,  4t  r>'  JiHifmii  il  ifrmtm'i  tit/^aiiliit  in  tfiiltia  ail 
naim.  (1809)  ;  ScLcnkel  (^/.  i».  SJt-Sjal  j  Holununn  {XltT..  1873.  pp. 
428I.,  *dtT  Brief  in  Philemnn  kntiich  iintciiuctii'lt  J.  T.  Exet.  oCt  Srif/ 
«j«/'-t(.'/~™{iS7S)*i  S,  n»vii|.«n,  /.vr  i.  iJJ-i6oi  Sirek  IJ/T..  tS^t, 
570-5S4):  Z.  Wthri't  Dfr  /If  h/ an  a.  PMhmtm.Ein  %'armi f«r  ^ ikriut. 
tutamjrmg  foeiaUr  FragfH  (1896)1  C.  Roih  iZSikw.,  1897.  I-Ijli  von 
Dolxcbnit,  Un.  t\if.;  J.  H.  BtriMtd  [D8.  W,  831-834):  vu  M*n«« 
{OCL.  yit. :  ffW.  3693-3697). 

The  occasion  of  this  note  is  as  follows :  Oncsimus,  a  slave, 
had  ran  away  fiom  his  mnklfi,  a  {nospcroux  and  influential 
citizen  of  Coloas^  (cp.  Col  4''),  eitlier  owing  to  some  harshness 
on  the  lattct's  pari  (Col  4'),  or  because  he  took  advantage  of  his 
master'!!  Christian  focbeaiancc  (Col  j*"-).  Paul  ne«r  hints  at 
the  former  reason  in  bis  note.  On  the  other  hand,  w."- ""' 
suggcKt  ihnl  Oncnimus  had  rohU-d  a.s  ucU  ai  deserted 
Philemon,  and  for  either  offence  he  was  liable  lu  be  crucified. 
We  have  no  information  as  to  how  or  why  he  came  across  Paul, 
voluniarity  (Hengel,  Haupt,  cp.  Li^ihtfoot,  310-311)  or  acci- 
dentally. This  Uttte  note  simply  shows  the  erstwhile  Eporfr^ 
in  the  apostle's  company  »  a  Christian,  and  on  the  point  of 
being  sent  back  to  his  master,  for  whose  forbearance  the  apostle 
pleads  in  a  few  charming,  tactful  lines.  Alter  greeting  Philemon, 
Apphia  his  wife,  and  Archippus  (poiHiMy  his  son),  with  the 
Christians  who  met  for  worship  at  Philemon's  house  (v.*),  Paul 
licgins  with  a  caflalio  ienevoUntia  of  praise  for  Philemon's  kindly 
Christian  characict  {*■'),  which  encourages  htm  to  make  a 
winning  appeal  on  behalf  of  the  unworthy  Onnimus  {"'),  now 
returning  (Col  4*)  along  with  T)-chicus  to  Coloos^  as  a  penitent 
and  iiiMxtc  Christian,  in  order  to  resume  his  place  in  the 
household  of  Philemon  and  A|)phia.  W'iih  a  line  or  two  o( 
personal  detail  (*•■»)  the  note  then  doses.  Possibly  (cp.  v." 
iyit  IlauAof  lyfnij/a  r^  i/i^  X*'f>'')  <t  ^0*  <>">  autograph  ;  if  it  was 
dictated,  ».'•  was  probably  written  by  Paul  himself  on  the 
mnrgin  of  the  note  when  finished,  and  the  parenthesis  of  v.*  may 
hare  a  similar  origirL 

As  Paul  evidently  had  some  hope  of  a  speedy  release  from 
his  imprisonment  (>-  '*'**),  and  as  Arislarchus  and  Luke  (**,  ep. 
Col  4^^  ^)  were  with  him,  Cxurca  might  conceivably  be  iha 
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place  bom  which  (his  note  was  >ent  (so,  e^.,  Hilgcnfetd  and 
Hausrath) ;  but  Paul's  eyes  were  towards  Rome  during  his 
captivity  under  Felix,  and  «t  Cscsnrea  the  condiiions  were  less 
liwourable  Ihjui  at  Rome  (Ac  iS'"-**  iirtlixno  wayrai  rout  «Icr- 
riyMvo/Mrovt  rpbt  ttirvr)  for  an  outsider  like  Oncsimus  getting 
iccess  to  the  apostle.  Rome,  too,  wn.s  the  natural  refuge  of 
nutawar  slaves  (Jugftivarii),  who  could  the  more  easily  escape 
detection  by  H>"'8'"E  '"'^  '''  srelhing  population.  Both 
Aristarchus  and  Luke  were  also  with  Paul  at  Ron)e  (Ac  i8<*). 
In  all  hkelihood,  therefore,  the  note  was  wrilli:n  during  Paul's 
ooaflneoKnt  in  the  capital  (cp.  Phil  a").  This  is  corroborated 
by  the  similarity  of  style  and  contents  between  it  on  the  one 
hand  and  Colostians  and  I'hilippinns  on  the  other,  both  written 
at  this  period  r  cp.  f.j;.  owtpytn  and  (n>(rTpari(iiri)*  {*■',  Piiil  a'*), 
iwTjrivtt  (•,  Phil  I»,  Col  I*-"),  iyv-tov  (».  Col  3'*),  cn-coix/ioAo.Tci« 
(».  Col  4">),  iri^oi  (»,  I'hil  4"),  and  .WiA^is  iyan^t  ('«.  Col  4'), 
besides  the  fact  that  all  three  are  written  by  Paul  as  a  prisoner 
aod  as  astociaicd  with  Timothcus,  whilst  Col.  and  Philcm.  in 
addition  contain  greetings  to  Atchippui  and  associate  Luke, 
Mark,  Aristarchus,  and  Dcmas  in  the  dosing  salutations.* 

(d)  Th«  Inclotiuii  o(  ol  TijiiOtai  6  itrXipit  In  v.*  lecmt  tt  Tint  liglit  a 
KBi.officiBl  lioec,  bill  Timothcus  may  have  been  a  hitad  of  rhilcmon  &nd 
Uf  fanilj ;  there  ra  n-i  ol>vluut  tcatun  U>i  suipcciiiij;  that  Ibr  wutdBueui 
cdGletU  •ddltion  dutlng  the  pciiod  of  ihe  Icilci'i  Kveption  into  ilic  C>DOD, 
(kkoagh  the  v.L  tvx'l^'  {"'  ^tV")  in  v.*  lepmcnii  bd  euly  cffoit  to 
briog  oat  th(  bet  of  Tiauxhcut  u  Paul's  Buoclaie.  It  it  exirtoiciy  uiilikeljr 
thai  PuU  added  bis  name  in  order  10  adduce  a  secDod  witaesi  (cp.  a  Co  13*) 
Islhc  •Jaic't  lelianDed  cimraclcr  (Zahn,  be  Iter). 

iti  PWIenion's  resdcncc  hu  been  vBiioiuIy  aaigned  to  I.a(MlicM  (to,  t^., 
WksdettK  Ephesn*  (HolUmiinn),  and  Co1o»c  (llilgcnfrlif,  BUcIt,  etc). 
Even  if  Archippui  brli'ti)^  10  Ijiodicca  (to  t.i);hi(uol  on  Col  4'*''^,  il 
■  I  will  DM  follow  that  riiiltnion'i  reiidi^ncc  muii  aUo  hav«  bun  there ;  the 
two  towns  by  not  fat  ftoni  one  anutlier.  I'aul  cannot  (Col  1')  hnrc  con- 
tnud  Ituleinon  ai  Colou£ ;  ib^  nukf  hare  met  at  Ephenu,  >tut  cv«d  if  the 
Krhtttt"*  OtKsmiu  of  Ignalioi  [ad  SfA.  u.)  were  luppoicd  to  b«  the 
ni^Bmni  of  thia  note,  it  would  not  prove  that  I'hilcinon  bliyed  there.  The 
fntabflklM,  iodi  as  they  are,  point  on  (he  whole  to  Colostf.  No  credence, 
however,  CMi  be  ^res  to  the  atatcmenl  of  Aptit.  Cvmtit.  viL  46,  which  turns 
ril  lllRC  into  biihopsi  Archippiu  of  Laodicesi,  Philemon  of  Coloof,  and 
OntrintM  of  Bcna. 

*  To  ton>plete  the  pBiatlelism  of  names  in  Col  4'^'*=l'hiiciiKia  **■, 
Anlfat  \ZNW.,  1909^  i4i-a(ia)  |>ropo»ei  to  rend  'Ifva?!  (='lofl0Tst)  for 
TfnC lathe  latter  puaiige,  or'IiKoD. ''^*''i- 

t  Oa  tbesioand  thai  ihU  note  U  that  referred  to  InCot  4"(Cibwt.  fJoL). 
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t^]  Tlic  nnt«  It  not  ntricily  primte,  Ii  i«  sddirsMd  not  only  W  PWIemon 
(primuily).  bui  (□  Apphia  hii  wife  {itt\^i.  u  nficn  in  (hU  kom).  UoIcu 
1  Jn  Uadtlmicd  to  ui  tnilitidu*!,  ihii  note  ii  lh«  cinty  cxiani  leltvt  ia  Ihe 
NT  llleiature  which  in  even  paitlally  addcrweil  in  a  woman,  allhoueh  Phoebe 
(tMKbave,pp.  I37f.)  IwJ  one  wiilicn  on  ho  behalf.  Fot  lelimof  Mockat 
philOMpheri  (o  wdincii  U^,  Epicunu  and  Seneca  to  Ihcii  mMbcn, 
PlolemKua  la  Flora,  and  Porpliyiy  to  Marcelta),  lee  J.  Geflckcn  in  AcMtf. 

The  «vtn  Paulino  tmi  lipiiitn  in  lhi»  nolo  (trawiprtir,  4r*T(nv, 
dXfXfTrai,  ftirdtffEir,  itrta,  irtnLa0a,i,  and  rpMr^<I\(ii')  aic  all  cutleni  in 
the  •oifij  (u  ihe  papyri  prove},  and  moil  occur  cltcwhne  in  the  LXX  or 
In  the  NT  iliclf.  "  Wcnn  uni  cine  Schrift  des  NT  von  der  twancloaen 
belleniitischcD  Unierhnllungiprache  dn«  VontellunR  oi  geben  mag,  to  iM  ea 
der  anmulige  Phlleiimnl'iiicf "  (N*g*ti,  thr  MVrtiiioVi  *»  Afotitl  fanitti, 
82].  The  play  on  Ihc  name  of  Oncalmut  (**  t-fii  ana  ttnifir^  it  tupii^) 
luppeiu  la  recur  in  IgnaL  ad  Sfkti.  ii.  1  but  it  is  loo  common  and  obviosi 
(«v«i  when  »upponfd  In  Ig^i.  MJ.,  by  iran6u  In  tenae  of  Philemon  *  '■j 
to  indiotte  ihal  Ignniiiu  had  thii  note  in  mind.  Philemon,  howei^M.  whkh 
il  Itricc  quoted  ai  Pauline  by  Uiigen  (ita  Gnt  commenlalor),  wa*  iocludwl  in 
Maiclon'a  Canon  (cp.  Ten.  adv.  lUan.  v.  3)  =ioll  hinc  epiflobe  brcnllas  ana 
ptatuit,  ul  falBiiu  manua  Mucionii  euiLdtrel)  u  well  w  in  the  Muratorian  : 
but  ill  private  cbnniclcr,  ill  brevity,  and  its  lack  of  dof;nuiiic  tnebin);  threw 
h  Into  potltive  diifavour  with  many  Christians,  eipecially  throaghool  Ihe 
Syrian  church,  where  the  liiil  tardy  rccogniiion  of  it  occur*  in  the  Calalogat 
Sinahlcna.  Jcmme,  En  his  preface  (a.d,  jSSI,  had  to  defend  It  agalMl 
widejptca))  depreciation  (*a  pleriujue  uctcribui  icpudiatam  *|.  A  good 
■ocount  of  thit  B  given  in  Zahn'a  GK.  i.  16S  f. .  ii.  997  f. .  and  in  Lapuldt'a 
GK.  i-  aott-irj.  In  moilein  times  the  note  haa  had  to  tun  ihc  Kiantlei  ol  ■ 
doctrinaire oiticiim  which  rcjfudcd  it  aiapteudonymoui  little  pamphlet,  com- 
poiwd  ai  a  pendant  to  the  iin'Piiuline  Colotaiaiu  and  modelled  on  Pliay'a 
wdl-known  letter  to  Sabinianui  (>o  from  Baui  to  Steck  and  van  Manen).* 
More  modem ifly,  but  unconvineingly  (cp.  Scbenkel'*  BL.  iv,  JJi-JJl,  and 
Clemen't  I'aiiui,  L  llSf.},  lnlri|KiUlioni  have  bnn  lUapecltil  {4.f.  by 
Uoltrmann,  Ilauinlh.  iv.  I»-I3j,  and  BrUckner,  ChrtH.  loof.)  in  t*.' 
(■at  ttiMnt  0  iitX^if  iiav,  with  iifi"),  *^  (the  chiaimui),  and  ".  A 
Frcnchmu)  k  uiuaily  wuilh  attention  upon  qiictlioni  of  literary  Uyle,  and 
iwo  French  ciitici  have  lummcd  up  on  the  letter  10  Philemon  with  ailmi*- 
able  inii|;hi.  "  IVu  de  paKc^"  wyi  Kenan,  (iv.  96)  "oni  un  acceat  At 
^axMli  atiui  prononc^.  Paul  leul  a  pu  ^crlre  cc  petit  chcf-d'<cuvrc."  "  Ce 
ne  (onl  que  queli|ue  lignci  famili^rei,"  Sabalier  {FapStrt  /\iii/,  134,  Eng.  ti.  p. 
aati)  adtb,  "  malt  ti  pleinci  de  griee,  dc  net,  d'alTcction  a^ricute  et  oonfanM 
que  «me  ooaite  ipiiie  toille  comme  une  pale  de  la  plui  CKqube  fineMC, 

•  A»  Ilauirath  obserres  (iv,  131 1),  "the  thought  thai  Chrtuianily  wnitcs 
in  a  higher  ipbere  thingt  levered  in  this  world,  and  leaches  them  mutual  love, 
cannot  be  malnlained  againil  Die  plain  lealum  of  the  documenL  TbiaUa 
teonioo  in  vhich  Oncumua  obviouity  lean  ■  too  (peedy  acquaintance  with 
Ihe  taih.  and  the  object  of  the  cpitllo  ii  aimply  10  aave  him  from  thl*  tale." 
"Simply"  la  nol  quite  aecvrate,  but otheiwiiclIaiaTath'i  judgment  itcotKcL 
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diu  k  llchc  trfxn  du  hfounau  TnUncnt.  Jiinali  n*>  nleux  M  ritilki 
kfiioepuqae  P»iil  Iqi-nKmc  donnul  &  la  tin  de  h  Icilfe  oiu  CotoMimi 
(A" 

(C)  PNIUPPIANS, 

LtmATVRB. — (it)  Ediiiciiu— baidcs  ihc  older  commcnuria  of  C>lv!n 
t'539)i  GHiiu(l6t4),  and  Hcniy  Airay  |l6lK),  Michaelis,  Parafhratii*.  Mc. 
(17«9);  G.  C  Slon  ti7SjJi  Khcin«»ld  (18*7.  1854)!  FUlfi  Voflamngat 
(i8J9);  M.  E*nboni(Kew  Vo(k,  l8jjl  [  T,  PuHv»m(l8j4);  U.  S.  Bajnct 
(London,  i»)4)i  MMlhin  (l8js):  *■»  Hrn|>c'J  (CVwawn/.  frrftl..  l^ydcn, 
iSjS);  Iltflemuti  (Leipcg,  1839):  A.  Rillict  (Genera.  1841)*;  dc  Wctic* 
(1847)1  BniiBS*"<'i'(^'***i<'*  (184811  Wiciingci  in  Olshaiuen'i  Cat^auftar 
(iSsOi,Eai;.  I(.  1851)  ;  Ntiindci(Rni;.  11.  1851,  t^dinliur^);  BmImi (Lonvdn, 
iSja) ;  G.  F.  Jubo  |tSj7)  i  Wciis,  der  PkilifftiMtf  amigtkg  m.  db 
GtttiUrItU  irimr  Ami/tfUHf  tnliiii  ^rguulU  (1S59)*:  Meirer'  {|8£5)| 
Bbpfa«*  (1S66);  Sehenkel  (1K67):  lIornULnn  (1S71)  ;  Braunt<  [Lknce't 
aOt/^firt.  1875)1  R«"^  (1S78I;  11.  Maurer  (llUlol:  Rdiucke  (iSSi); 
Ewlie*(i8S4):  C.  ;.  Vaughan(i88s]i  KntnU  (— Mer#(«,  1SS6) j  EHioott* 
I1S8S)*;  J.  Gwynn  (3>M««r'i  Camm.  18S9) )  M.  F.  Sadler  [1S89):  J.  Aifai 
Beet(tS90)i  Usfalfool*  (1891.  ctc)*i  Pxlovani  [189^)1  Lipuni*  (#C. 
■891}*;  A.  Kl<ippcr  (1893)*!  Wohlcniwtij  (A'onjv/iur.  Comm.  1895); 
Wcte  (1896):  Moule  (CCr.  1S97)  I  M.  It.  Viactnt  {ICC.  1897):  K.  J. 
Umiet  (Frcibiuc.  1S99):  )■  Drummond  {/mlfrn.  HJUi,  tv  NT,  1899)1 
Hanpl  (—  Mcy<'<',  1901)  *  ;  G-  C.  Minin  f.CB.  n.  d.)  ;  II.  A.  A.  KennEdy  * 
i,EGT.  1903);  Bctjon  (1904);  von  Soden'  (1906)1  ran  Kuen«  (1907)1 
W.  Loeken  {S/fT.*  1907) :  I'.  Kwald  (/A'.  1908). 

(4)  Stndlefc— (l.)itGaini[  ruiUne  authorship— Daur's  PatiHs  (Eng.  li.}i  If- 
ppu4Sf*<*'>d  in  nt*l.  /ait*.,  1849,5011.,  i8s»,  iJ3f.  1  Hinich  (ZlfT., 
l87J.p(XS9f.);  HotluirtfTT.  1875.  pp.  4i6f-)i  H<.I«en •  l//'/:,  1875, 
pp.  4i5r.,  tSjt,  pp.  581.,  iS»i.)i  Sdiw«gla  (A'Z.  ii.  IJjf-):  Slnutlinan, 
JtCfmamuu  Ktmi  (1878),  pp,  101  (.,  after  Hittlg  {Zw  Krilik  d.  paMliH. 
Bri^i,  1870] and  B.  Bauer  {Ciriitia  u.  dU  Catiarm,  mt)  ;  nn  Manea 
0C/..i49-S«.  8i-«4.  JKfl/.  J70J-J7"3- 

fii.)  Fof  Panlioc  auihonhip—Lilncmanii  {fluiti  ad  PAi/ifif.  4f.  imtra 
BatnuiH  dt/tHu,  1847);  Emoti  \SK.,  1848,  858-914,  1851,  pp.  591-631)1 
H.  BrllchocT  {Ef.  aJ  Pkilifp.  Pauta  atKtfri  viitditala  coHira  BawiMm, 
1S48);  R«Kh,  dt  riNdXnU,  Jt  rtpltrt  mux.  Pk.  \\%%a\;  Grimm  \ZWT., 
■S73.  pp.  33I-};  Sabuicr  (iT^^.  i.  S69-S73h  Wciiuckei  \AA.  \.  aiSf., 
I79f.)l  P.  W.  ^^maA\.  NTtkki  Hyftririiii  {\%tn,  54f.,  n(;aiiut  HolMrn)  1 
UOpnfcW  (ZJfT.,  tSS(,  pp.  498r.|:  M^nsuld  ('br  A-<)M«4ri'</,  pp.  a56r.); 
ririiliiiii  (&fv.,  Eng.  U.  t.  348)57} :  >V.  BiUckner  (Cirw).  aiS-3») ; 
Ckmeo,  AbAu,  i.  ■3»-r]8. 

(m.)  GtMtnl— A.  F.  Butdiing't  l»lrvdmtio  in  efiiM/am  ad  Philiff. 
(lUk,  17-46):  llooc.  dt  itlui  (kriil.  Pti/.  tmdil4«n*  /rimarva  (lS>S)t 
SeUn,  dw  i-^rur/.  CtmeimU  Pk.  (1833);  C  MUllcr,  C»mmtMalh  Jt  Utii 
fmitKtdtim  F.f.  ad  nt/iff.  (1S44) ;  I  laBelmann.  Anafya  fr»ffin3tijit  dt 
rtf.  aua  Pkil.UUn):  Schenkel,  Bl-  tv.  {J4-SJS;  H»tcli  {KBM-.  R.  R. 
Snilh.  7»«  Efiiitt  ^  Si.  Pti^i  FiiU  Trial  1 1899):  J.  Gibb.  t>H.  iii. 
•40-144  i  K.  KMuadi  (A/-  /KiV.  £n^  mil  tr  mm  mr<-')  fl/>)/<  vtrtein  mud 
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ftifrt  wan/,   igoAli  LQtsCTt.  'Die  VoUkoninenen  tm  Pliilipptrbriaf  n.  dU 
Knihutiiutrn  in  I'lieualon.'  (fiJT.  xlti.  6,  1906). 

(iv.)  On  i^"  — Tholucli'*  niifu/n/U  Chn'siilasita  dt  /*-.•  /VniA'  Phtt.  j** 
(1847):  H.  J.  Iloliimann  (21fr.,  iSSt.  IOI-107) :  WrtfTcnUcli,  /«r 
Amilitxitg  d.  Sstllt  Phil.  »f"  (VM\w!h<s.  iS84i*;A.  B.  tliucc,  Miny/<(a> 
a'M  efCiriu*  (1889!.  IS  f-.  JS7  f-  ;  E.  H.  Giffot-l,  7»<  /Kiam^iieii  (irpnat 
from  Jj/-  1896)  1  J.  Kaed  (fi/T.  »li.  *). 

1 1.  Ci>«fr«ft.— Paul's  last  epistle  is  wriltcn  to  the  firrt  church 
which  he  founded  in  Europe.  After  a  brief  address  ()''*]•  I''^"' 
Assures  the  Philippians  of  his  thnnkfulnets  for  (heir  sou'aii'ui  in 
the  gospel  Alto  r^t  irpiurijf  ii/iipas  ixpt  tov  rih  (i'**),  and  of  his 
pmycrs  for  ihc  maturing  (i' ")  of  their  <E'ytfin).  He  (hen  relieves 
their  anxiety  about  himaelf ;  the  recent  turn  in  his  afliira  had 
really  helped,  instead  of  hindering  (as  thc>  had  feared)^  the 
prospects  of  the  gospel  (i"");  furthermore,  he  had  even  the 
proH|iect  of  Ijcinjt  *ei  free  and  of  revisiting'  Philippi  (i'**). 
Meantime,  however,  they  are  to  show  a  united  front*  to  their 
adversaries  ( t  *'**'),  ;ii^  ^uj(^  *vcol!A/n»T«5  rj  wiaru  rov  fAayy«\iov. 
Sulfcrins  niusl  not  d^uni  i]ii:in,  nor  disintegrate  tbem.  Against 
the  latter  danger  I'aul  urges  (1'")  the  duties  of  harmony  and 
fellow-feeling  (n^  ahiiv  dyoirqi'  «xovtm,  <rvt^vxei)  whicfa  Bow 
from  a  humility  like  that  of  Jesus  Christ,  and  he  rdieratcs* 
(3iih.,»n.j  hi,  appeal  for  brotherly  love  (1"-").  As  hb  own 
movements  arc  uncertain,  he  promises  to  send  Timothcus  before 
long  (3"'**.  cp.  1 1),  and  also  bespeaks  a  hearty  welcome  for  their 
delegate,  Epaphroditus,  after  his  illness  (i^"'). 

The  letter  swcn'cs  at  this  point  into  a  philippic  against  Jews 
or  Jewish  Christian  agitators*  (3'''^).  Paul  tiies  to  ufcguard 
the  Philippian  church  in  advanci;  agati\st  their  intrigues  by  re- 
calling his  own  character  and  gospel  as  the  true  norm  of 
Christianity,  but  the  danger  of  internal  friction  is  still  present 
to  his   mind   (3'^'-)>  and   he  proceeds  lo  warn  gently  some 

■  Jolhd  (pp.  7-S)  find*  thl*  *l[e«dy  in  t.'.  where  he  take*  roDn  u  reletrkic 
to  an  A0>iv  implied  in  /nrotffi.  This  bickwiril  iipect  vi  rtOro  ii  poialile 
lt,f.  Dciiintlh,  i/t  Cvnuid,  |  36,  and  Xcn.  A/tm.  il.  2.  4,  cp>  Thuc.  ri,  J9X 
but  hudlji  to  luiiaiml  heie  u  Ihc  pioipcctive  ttmc. 

*Thc  occurtcnce  of  rsMrtvfia  in  j*  lu^^ls  th*t  rsXtrtfrrA  here  rdaini 
Kime  of  it*  oanmunal  Bsiociiiilomi. 

*  In  ■'  (vXva(VB<y  Aov  r^'  X^f^*.  poDlive  malive),  in  a'*  (fr<  «ir  tU  wtte 
Itpmtur,  ncfalivD  molivo) ;  Ihc  (nmicr  ii  muincd  >n  a"'". 

'Thry  have  nothing  to  do  with  Ihc  cvsngeliflt  mentioned  in  i**^  ;  iha 
Ul«r  pn*cli  ChiiW  inily  ;  it  U  thc!i  molivct,  not  the  oanleni  of  thrii  ptpvl. 
to  wtileli  ftui  uke*  eiceplion. 


PIflLIPPIAHS 


I«7 


praminent  individuals  in  the  church  against  it  (4''^  in  a  pauagc 
which  in  partly  recaiiitulatory  (cp.  )(aiptTt  in  4'-  *  lu  nlicady  in  1'" 


I 


trw^Aijuvr,  4*1 


and  (rr^tiTi  4',  as  in   i>^,  but  which 


3': 

Bows  OTCT  into  the  closing  appeal  of  4^"  (4*  =  3")  Cor  harmony. 
In  a  parenthesis,  he  then  thanks  tliem  (t}"-**)  for  a  fresh  present 
of  iDoney  which  Epaphroditus  had  brought,  and  with  some  brief 
stlutation*  (4"")  the  letier  ends. 

Timoibcus  is  associated  with  Paul  in  the  address  (i'),  owing 
to  his  local  asiocialions  (3''  -  Ac  tti"-  '*') ;  but  the  apostle  writes 
in  the  Gnt  person  throughout  (even  in  4*')>  and  ind«-:d  speaks 
of  bis  companion  as  distinguished  from  himself  (1'*^),  The 
only  excquion  is  in  3"  (^/Mt). 

Tbt  laX  pMidU*  few  difficuUio.*  apart  titim  the  interpoUtiani  which 
have  b«cn  oon)«clnred  (mc  belnw)  in  1'  and  I**'.  Tho  liimposiuon  In  l"'" 
(f«*  t^  chiumus,  *te  Ro  a*")  ii  one  of  ihc  few  which  h«vc  left  ttaon  in  Ihe 
tciliMl  KulefiiJ.  Other  conjwtufe*  iif  gluuci  lq>.  Wciiac't  flfilrJtjt  tur 
fCritUA  fiiuj.  Srit/f,  fit.).*^.  In  I*"  i"  (*U*  .  .  .  OLrwii  tpym).  j" 
J**-*  (muEJnil  f}ou.  LtantH),  3"  (BnlcVnerl,  4^  an<l  4'*""  *ic  due  lo 
iimleqoMe  eaegwb  for  the  moil  pari.  TI10  tlylc  Hnd  viicftliuluy,  viewed  In 
the  hglil  «r  rcMsrch  inio  Ihc  >«ir4.  pteunt  no  teal  oluuclca  m  ihi  wcqit- 
aaec  of  Ibc  epiitle  u  Pauline.  The  moM  noiiceablt^  feature,  according  lo 
Kigeli  ( ((VAi-ilij/f  i£-i  AfoiUh  /t>ii/u>,  Sof.),  i*  a  lendcncyli)  employ  icveral 
e«f«Mlon».  *^-  iyii^",  /{s/i«\»>« "'''>■•  r^  liirpaalir.  in  a  teiiM:  cloicr 
tQ  IhM  of  liletary  Greek  than  to  thai  of  the  IiJCX  u  h<t«iofore.  "  Paului 
tAauK  nch  alto  im  Veikrht  nut  den  (iilechcn  nach  und  nach  lu  i;uiiMai  dct 
In  der  hiSboB  tcl^^i  bcvonugten  Gebrauchet  von  dcr  eincn  und  andem  bd 
den  UCX  beliebicn  Worlbed«utuog  smanxlplerl  lU  haben."  The  uxe  of 
ifti^  it  a  caM  (n  point ;  t  M  U  the  atncnee  of  jiny  OT  citation. 

The  lattbic  trimetei  in  3'  {tftl  iil*  oi'  iirripir,  i'/iir  t'  ie^aXU)  ii  not  (he 

ttitf  tiutance  of  rhythmical  dnicture  In  the  cpiMle.     i*"'"  is  speciallj  impor. 

taat  h)  this  conotetion,  ai  the  haUooe  of  dauwi  bean  on  the  exrf^is  of  Ihi* 

CUttMf  modulated  tcction  [J.  \Vei>A,  BrilrA/^  tur  faal.  RhtltrH,  iSf.) : — 

1.  («}  tl  ir  «Mp^  9ioi  ttipxt"  oi'iX  Ap'a>fi^>  ^yiSoara  rt  tbai  (fa  f«fi 

(4)       ^Ul4  ^irrAr  /*4r^af¥  ijopifi^r  t/t}^'\ov  Xa^t^r 

(f)  tw  i/tttiiiiaTi  4>#f>urwii  ytfiiiirm  lal  axtiiari  luptttlt  ^  drtf^wroi 
fj)       tnwtUtMtr  toi-rtv,  ytrbiurat  (t^imi  ni^ft  Sarim,  0ajrit<i\/  It 

{•)  M  mal  i  0ifa  ai/ri*  t/wipi^inair 

(t)      oU  Vjo^faaro  a/rri^  tra/ia  rA  (rfp  r^  traiui 

(/)  B«  fr  Ty  ifi>iaT<'li(irou  »i»  ■)ii>'iJ  «d«i^  itX. 

(4     aaJ  wifa  yX^ca  tioiuAvf^T'^'  I"  iiipiat'Iir^tDi  Xpirrij. 

'  la  3**  t4i  ''«'  ■Xfr'wi  apparently  wai  rciid  by  Trrtullian  m  t^ 
^•<0<''4'''wr  and  l>y  Origrn  lU  r^i  i'tyXiialat. 

t  In  Ihla  p«BK>KC,  4"',  "it  i»**  if  one  hcatd  the  ripple  of  ihr  wavnai  ihe 
MMlJn(of  (hie  (WO  fircaiiii  which  have  their  source  in  Zion  and  the  Parthenon" 
(•M  Snden,  p.  1 14)- 
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The  Uuicing  of  tbe  cUusei  ogainsl  one  uiothtt,  and  ihe  reitentioii  ol 
ikt  Mine  wufcl  In  the  **me  or  iii  &iic«i«ivc  clautct,  »it  nolictihlr. 

8  a.  Oi^asion  aid  date. — -Com  mun  lent  ions  hi(J  already  passed 
between  the  Christians  of  Philippi  and  Paul,  not  only  during 
his  residence  at  Thcssalonika  (4'*'"),  but  at  some  subsequent 
period  (4"),  when  Kpaphroditus  had  brought  him  a  present 
of  money.  It  U  possible  that  the  gift  vas  a ocam panted  by  a 
letter.  At  any  latc,  the  extant  epistle  is  the  reply  to  one  received 
subsequently  fioni  the  Philippians,  who  had  e%'iden(Iy  desired 
information  about  hit  prospects  and  health  (t").  assured  him 
of  their  prayers  (I'^i  wondered  whether  he,  their  aat^fui, 
would  return  to  them  (i'*'-),  expressed  iheir  anxiety  about  the 
health  of  Epaphrodiius  (a>*),  and  possibly  apologised  for  not 
sending  money  to  him  sooner  (4'*'').  The  latter  point  emerges 
in  piusages  like  !"■  •*■  •*,  as  well  as  in  4""-,  where  Paul  is  ap- 
parently tiying  to  remove  some  fear  which  had  been  expressed 
by  the  Philippian  Christians  lest  he  should  have  been  dissatis5ed 
with  "tlie  smallness  and  the  tardiness  of  their  lut  remittance" 
(cp.  Zahn.  INT.  g  30). 

The  epistle  was  written  toward  the  close  of  the  Stmn  SXtf  of 
Ac  aS"**,  not  in  the  earlier  part  of  the  imprisonment.  Paul  is  on 
the  eve  and  edge  of  the  final  decision,  with  (1"*")  a  period 
behind  him  during  which  considerable  prioress  has  been  made 
in  the  local  preaching  and  extension  of  the  gospel,  and  his 
language  docs  not  imply  that  this  new  departure  in  the  pro- 
paganda was  stimulated  by  the  mere  novelty  of  his  arrirgj. 
This  argument  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  when  Paul  reached 
Rome,  he  already  found  a  considerable  body  of  Christians.  FIc 
tnces  the  flourishing  character  of  the  local  church  in  no  small 
BUUUR  to  the  stimulating  effect  produced  by  his  own  imprison- 
BMOt  Furthermore,  the  relations  between  Pbtlippi  and  Paul 
presuppose  an  interval  of  time  which  cannot  be  fairly  com- 
pressed within  a  few  months.  News  of  his  anival  must  have 
had  time  to  reach  tlie  church;  money  n'as  collected  (i**  4") 
and  then  sent  by  Bpaphroditus,  who  fell  sick  after  he  reached 
the  capital;  news  of  this  again  floated  back  to  Philippi,  and 
Paul  subsequently  heard  of  the  Philippians'  concern  (j**).  Not 
till  then  did  he  compose  the  present  letter.  Luke  and  An*- 
tarchus  were  ajuKirently  (j")  no  longer  with  him. 

Thi*  Kiting  of  lhtrepiitli:<».  i.g.,  God«t,  WT.  417  f.  t  Salalior'*  /1in( 
ajo  f. :  Rcus'V  Lipiiut,  Kloppcr,  Cwynn.  RsmMy,  SP7'.  357 1 ;  MeGUftrt, . 


I 
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J4  fit-yfi-  ^van,/fTT%i»l.  a.  73-t30t  Battlet,  AA.  178  f.  ;  S«hlfer, 
iuH.  IJ)-l46 ;  H.  A.  A.  Kcnnedf,  ET.  x.  at  f.  ;  Gihb.  Clemen,  Bwon, 
Jwfiuer,  Bttllb,  PciJte),  which  rank*  It  Utei  ihitn  ihc  other  rpikllci  of  tbt 
Renui  wptiMWNienl  hu  bctn  chnllengnl  by  ihrc«  *  rival  bypoiheia. 

1*1  TIm  uieiDpt  of  tevrnl  tcliulaii  ((com  Paulut,  D.  Schult,  lJ5iC|>«t'« 
MHtfr,  U.  46  (.,  Rillicl,  *nd  Thicndi,  lo  Spina  sni)  Mocphccun,  EfJUtiaiti, 
Itf.)  U  phce  iti  Domponlion  at  Ctcsarm  {Ac  I3"-36"J  i*  10  be  ici  giid«,t 
M  M^r  «*•  ■ctooH  ol  ihe  pufitive  evidence  t  puinting  10  Komo  [l"  4"). 
ta  bcciaw  the  nnocfUin  critical  autlcok  of  the  apostle  doci  not  connpond 
10  the  Btnation  at  CiMatM  when  lie  wa»  In  no  ioinieduits  (langeT  oi  death. 
Not  ualil  he  (catbed  Rome  did  hi»  life  came  into  rcaJ  peril  at  lh«  haii'U  of 
tke  RcMam  aaihoritiei.  Beudea,  the  lat)^  number  o[  local  pteachen  of  the 
(Bipcl(|l*)  accord*  much  belter  with  the  capital  than  with  the  provincial 
town  of  OtMtea ;  the  Utter  cannot  be  Mid  10  have  been  a  onlre  of  vi|:»ioiu 
CbriaUaii  pigpapnda.  Uclari  in  a  trial  were  perfectly  natural  in  Rome,  for 
Iha  whith  erf  praccdue  did  not  dwuyi  run  Ihc  twiftci  aa  ihey  aoated  lbs 
heaA|Daiteis  of  the  taw.  ll  rcfjuiied  no  auch  lecenl  eiperience  uf  Jewlah 
agiuton  Bi  thai  of  Ac  11'"'  10  make  Panl  Raih  oul  into  the  1angiu£e  of 
n>  f^.  TtRiolheui  is  not  known  in  have  vilited  Kninc,  bgl  Ihit  11  an 
atpital  from  alcnce  which,  in  ihc  scaniinm  of  out  ovuleUc  dala  for  the 
period,  iaol  liiileor  nu  weitihi,  Finatljr,  llic  plea  (Spiita,  Afxtukkku,  iStl 
that  tbc  cupidity  ot  FcUx  (Ac  14")  wai  atuuiod  by  the  arrival  of  the  money 
bom  rhilippi  (fh  4'*),  bclongi  to  iiuaginitive  fiction  rather  than  10  hlHarical 
rtoODilnielxm.  Of  tha  lwD<Mhrt  vicwnwhirh  have  hern  taken  uf  the  epiitle'* 
dace,  apan  from  Ibe  Csaatean  bypothcdi,  one  (b)  i*  that  the  letnu  of  i"*- 
fconpued  «41i  Col  4")  imply  that  the  camparatlvely  free  liirla  waa  over, 
md  had  btM  nplaced  hy  a  nrictet  durance  (to,  «^.,  Airiitil,J  Hofmann. 
WohleaberK,  Zaho,  and  Belset).  This  Ihrowi  Thit.  still  lalci,  but  the  lack  of 
other  evidence  upon  the  courte  cf  the  trial  rcndeis  it  impossible  to  be  certain 
«ht0MitlMap(itilehiaJncluini;i-d  ^aMutmlta  UIiit*  {«t  one  of  cloierreaIraiiit.il 
M  Others  aeun  place  the  epistle  lulier,  in  the  opening  period  of  the  Jtirla 


*Fesu,  if  the  epiidle  (cp.  M.  Alhcrlt,  SK.,  1910,  SSt-594,  'uebe*  die 
AUMBung  dca  MiilipperbHefai  dn  Paului  iv  Ephetutl  coutd  be  placed  in  on 
Ephnian  impriunincnt,  to  which  a  few  (/./'.  DeiMmann,  Litlu  iwm  OtttH  \ 
pp.  171  f.|  u-onld  ffive  the  other  priwn-epiitles. 

t  E<rtD  Scbeskel,  Bleyor,  aad  Reuu,  who  put  Col.  t^ph.  and  Philemon 
«l«  ifaa  CKwiean  period,  etnphaiically  Telegite  Fhilipplini  to  Rome. 

Z  Il^oiri^or  nUghi  mean  the  r.  red  'llpwJgti  of  Ac  aj*,  but  the  ptoba. 
NStiei  lie  between  the  pneloHan  i^ard  and  the  fraifatt  prativrit  nr 
lodieW  aatbDrilies  of  Ihe  imperial  court. 

I  SuDOier  of  6] :  nity  it;  6j  (W.  T.  Bullock.  Smith'*  />&<  H.  Sj9-<43)- 

t  If  a  (enuine  fnjEinmt  or  traditian  lies  below  a  Ti  4**',  It  mlchi 
camibcirale  the  tetiins  of  Phil,  towards  the  end  of  Paul's  confinement :  cp. 
jTi  4*-CoU",  a  Tl  4'  =  Ph  a'*  and  i",  4"-  =  Ph  J*'- j  only,  by  the  time 
Thnodma  te^hed  him  fan  ihii  theory),  Luke  had  goQc.  Both  Krcnkcl 
{BMrtp,  424c,  44lf.|  and  KteyenbUhl  (,Evmg.  i.  iVahrluis,  t.  aijf.), 
like  Etbca,  rcfci  >  Ti  4"  to  l^tU't  defence  before  Felii.  These  hypoihe«e« 
liD,  bawavct,  wlib  the  caae  foe  ihe  Camrean  nie  of  the  epistle. 
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(•o  BInk,  Ewald,  Llehiroot.  pp.  30-46:  Fuiai,  SI.  /Wn/,  rt).  xlvi. :  Moulei 
Bfiyteh\ti:StLtid*y;SroHW\PflM.6aT,  Ucal.JC.  115-1*9;  Tienkle, f /«/. 
49-50 ;  Lock,  DB.  t.  718-719),  pully  fot  truon*  already  met  hf  aiuidpuioo 
lite  above,  p.  16S),  p>ti1y  becauic  Philippiiuii  r«pT«>enli  •  \tm  »AnMxA 
*ia£«  In  the  dcvclupmrni  of  ihe  chinch  than  CqIouiuh  (and  EphcMiit). 
The  Ult«t  hct  may  be  Etanied,  bul  Ihe  influence  muit  be  diipnled.  NdllM 
to  pUcc  Phili|>puin*  amone  the  Inlet,  nor  (Ulaliani  amone  the  culler, 
cpiitlei,  ii  JE  sufjidcni  to  lay  «rcK  upon  rewmblaaeci  at  ciyle  and  •  tyitematic 
cvoluiioD  of  thought.  "The  tone  of  Co/,  and  tf^.  a  delnmliMil  by  Iht 
clrcuRiiitanMi  <A  the  diurchet  adilrewcd.  The  fftax  ciilr«  el  Alia  were  urn 
the  highway  vi  the  world,  whi<h  tiavctied  the  Lycoa  valley,  and  in  Ihew 
<]cvcln|)mcRt  lotik  plnrv  with  crcat  npiclily.  Bul  ihe  MacKlonian*  were  • 
lim  pic -minded  people  in  coinpariuin  with  Epbcnu  and  Lkodicea  end 
Colouai,  living  further  away  from  the  {;teal  Tnovtincnts  it  thoughl.  It  wu 
not  In  Paul'i  w«y  lu  tend  10  Itillippl  an  clabonite  ttcaljse  aeaiiul  a  lubtle 
ipeculalive  heieiy,  which  hud  never  alTected  that  diuteh"  [Ranuay,  SPT. 
3S9)-  The  prcdominnnce  ol  cl<i|;miiiic  icuhlni;  In  Col.  (and  Kph.)  and  ilic 
TCKmlilimca  between  Kam.  and  Phil,  do  not  ncccuarily  imply  that  Phit.  Uy 
belween  Rom.  and  Co).  (Gph.)  in  a  chronological  snd  logical  aeqwaoe. 
Such  chatacieriMict  ai«  due  to  the  variety  of  olijccii  and  intcrota  ■rhfch 
eanfronteil  the  nponle  u  he  turned  to  the  Aiiaiic  uid  the  Maoedoaiaa 
churchn.  To  arcangc  ihe  rpitllea  in  the  order  and  for  iho  reafOni  nifKcsttd, 
i^.,\rf  Lighllbol,  iiloccmfilie  the  parade-cround  uith  ihe  hatlle-field,  where 
quick  phaies  nnd  liiKip«c(ed  Innrilicmx  often  drive  the  general  10  light  twice 
on  ihc  wme  j;round  and  lo  develnp  Hidden  movemontt  in  ordci  t«  cbedkmate 
criies  which  were  untoreteen.  It  li  much  more  true  lo  life  10  take  each  of  the 
prison .epiitle)  upon  ill  own  meriu,  ai  an  outcome  of  Paul's  mood  and  duty  at 
the  time  being,  than  lo  chiuify  ihcm,  (01  >ea:u>n«  o!  tiyle  and  natter,  is 
plausible  but  unnatunl  ttioupi.  The  priority  of  CoL  to  Phil-  it  iherefarc 
unafTected  by  Ihe  fuller  ihcoloQ'  of  Ihe  former.  When  Eph.  u  reckoned  post- 
I'autlne,  Ihl*  becomei  all  the  more  clear,  bul  even  *hen  h  it  attributed  10 
Paul  himself,  the  place  of  F^il.  as  Ihe  climai  d  Ihe  Pauline  conespoodencc 
lemalM  upon  ihe  whole  more  iruc  than  any  othet  r«.>mng«m«al  of  the 
«p!itle*  to  the  d>u  of  the  poiod.  The  time  is  too  short  for  lud  a  develop- 
ment ■*  Lighlfool'a  theory  would  postulate. 

%  3.  AuiMentiHiy.—Daa'bXA  u[>on  the  I'aulinc  authonhtp  were 
voiced  during  last  centuTy,  on  four  accounts :  (a)  alleged  traces  oX 
imiution  in  the  epistli^  (b)  ecclesiastical  anachronisms,  (c)  gnostic 
conlroversiet,  and  (if)  docltinal  discrepancies  between  the  e{^le 
and  the  other  Pauline  letters,  cspedalty  GaL,  Cor.,  and  Romans, 
(d)  The  literary  argument  is  bareljr  worth  refuting.  The  style  and 
vocabulary  (see  above)  oFTer  no  real  difficulty,  and  the  epistle 
ia  oiaikcd  by  the  genuinely  Pauline  traits  of  courtesy  and 
afTcclion,  by  the  blending  of  humility  and  auihoHiy,  the  digres- 
sions, the  warm,  swift  touches  of  feeling,  and  the  dcvoiit  pas&ion 
for  Christ,  which  arc  the  waler-maiks  of  Paul's  mind.     I(  ia  tttie 
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that  B  pvsagc  liVc  ■"  brcnlba  "a  certain  resignation  to  which 
we  ar«  not  accustomed  in  the  author  of  Galatiaiu  aii<l  z  Corin- 
thians. Bui  resignation  is  the  general  characteristic  of  these  la&t 
mitingt,  wherein  his  moods  are  iirangely  mingled"  {Hausralh, 
tv.  167).  Neither  in  this  respect  nor  in  any  other  is  the  epistle 
unnatural  under  the  circumittanccit,  much  less  unworthy  of  the 
Paul  we  know.  Baur,  indeed,  found  the  epistle  "  characterised 
by  a  monotonous  repetition  of  what  has  been  already  said,  by  a 
want  of  any  profound  and  masterly  connection  of  ideas,  and  by  a 
certain  poverty  of  thought,"  whiUi  van  Mancn  dubbed  it  nebulous, 
nnintelligibte,  and  high-flown.     So  did  Johnson  judge  of  Gray. 

The  pciTcrtc  iiil«tp>ct>iion  of  4*'*  u  >  icrics  of  rcfeicnca  ta  parties  In  (he 
etrljr  fhimh  it  now  ahonilontd  upnn  almml  all  hniult,  Ilifingh  the  y^u 
«4h{vtf  of  4*  Isfllo  expInnaTJon.  If  Zuttvyi  a  1  pcupei  nnnic,  M  !«  moil 
Hkelj.  il  u  Hcdlcia  (o  inierptct  airtvy*  of  Lydin  or  Piul'i  wile  (which  would 
icqaiie  -jrrfrla),  oc  cvta  of  Epaphtixltius,  Timoihcu*,  etc. 

(i)  The  words  ■rw  intarorm^  au  SuMDvoit  in  l'  are 
admittedly  strange.  No  other  epistle  of  Paul  mentions  any 
offioola  in  iu  address,  while  trivnovo*  and  Smuovm  are  not  only 
collectively  but  singly  absent  from  hts  wriiings.  The  former  may 
here  be  used  in  the  sense  of  Ac  lo^,  the  Uilcr  in  that  of  Ro  ta% 
and  their  ipecific  mention  may  be  due  to  the  gifts  received  by 
Paul,  which  would  come  through  the  hands  of  the  ofhcials  in 
charge  of  the  k>cal  6nance ;  hut  there  i.s  at  least  a  case  for  regard- 
ing the  words  as  a  gloss  inserted  by  some  second -century  editor, 
when  the  epistle  came  into  u»c  as  part  of  the  Canon  in  the  services 
of  the  church  {so  Sclimiedel,  f  ^'-  3147-3148,  after  Bruckner  and 
VAIter).  This  is,  at  any  rate,  better  than  to  keep  Ihcm  and  throw 
suspicion  on  the  entire  epi&tle,  or  to  emend  them  into  ivioKmnf 
mI  Suwovwt  (Linwood).  If  such  catholicising  glosses  are  to  be 
admitted  anywhere  in  the  NT,  this  is  as  obvious  a  place  as  any. 

(^>  Recent  research  has  found  the  background  of  the 
categofies  in  1^,  not  in  the  Valcntinian  gnosis,  as  Baur  and 
Hoekstra  *  imagined,  hut  in  the  earlier  religious  speculations  t 

*  FIMdem  (we  below)  iilU  adhcra  to  ihit  notion  oft  r«fi:rmrc  to  the 
■jth  in  Uie  Ophite  snd  Vilcntiniui  ^o%a  of  Ihc  Sophia  which  deaired  to 
niteilsetfon  (qua)  Mtms  with  ihc  piimnl  Deity  of  Itic  Kilhcr.  oiofthe  iul>- 
otdlnale  demhitKe  Jaldibwilh,  who  aiicmpicd  la  mimiw  hit  K«d-!iko  power  of 
tonhWp  ia  orln  to  pui  hinmlf  in  the  plarre  of  the  highni  Cwl." 

I  Cp>  Ct«Bfn*a  RttijcitMigtuki/illikht  EiiUrunt  lAu  KT.  I»f.  ■  U. 
tStiSm,  di€ C*htrrutll  im  Cluiitn  da Paulai  {\^o^),  10  f.  ,  and  BouMel'i 
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upon  a  prc-csittcnt  origina]  Being  or  Urmtnsek  in  heaven  whidi 
are  preserved,  ^Xt  ■»  Poimandres  (cp.  laf.,  where  the  dirine 
>iOf>^ij  is  s1so  attributed  to  this  Man,  who  d^avarec  £ir  ni  w^tnir 

virip^fu  yop  flf  T^*  a.pfiav«i<,  ivofiiiotiot  ytyov«  fiovXtn)  aiKl  the 
Ascensio  haia  (lo**'-).  where  the  Lord  "descended  into  ihc 
finnaineiit  where  dwelteth  the  ruler  of  this  world,"  but  where, 
although  his  Tonn  was  like  thai  of  the  spirits,  the  latter  refused 
to  do  homage  to  him,  .since  "  they  were  envying  one  another  and 
fighting"  (cp.  Charles'  cd.  p.  74:  contrast  o^x  ^my/uiV  tX.). 
Some  analogous  phrases  in  Tttl.  XII  Pair,,  t.g.  Zab  ;'  {i^^*r$* 
0ti¥  iv  a}(^fiaTi  irOpunmv)  and  Ben/.  10'  {iv  fnop^V  <t'^^'«v  jt- 
rantty^it)  are  probably  Christian  interpolations. 

(rf)  The  weakneiiH  of  the  attempt  to  find  gnosticism  in  a*' 
and  typical  or  second-century  allusions  in  4'**  (y>^"  ffwt»y«- 
Peter,  etc),  was  promptly  acknowledged  by  Holstcn,  whose 
difliculiies  centred  on  the  supposed  incorui.itenciet  of  the  epistle 
with  Paul  in  regard  to  the  conceptions  of  Christ  and  salvation. 
He  still  shared  the  tendency  to  see  in  4*°^  a  subtle  cfTort  to 
reconcile  by  way  of  allegory  the  Jewish  and  the  Gentile 
Christians,  but  he  felt  most  some  apparent  discrepancies 
between  Phil,  and  the  HaufuMtJt. 

Holiten'i  general  ihcory  of  <he  «pi>t1e'>  origin,  liOiW«Tcr,  ii  «*c«i  moi« 
improbsbdi  than  Biui'i,  tlticc  it  U  rttrtiiicly  ctifficuli  10  imivjiinr  how  tucb  ■■ 
cplttlc  could  have  been  accctiicd  by  the  church  ihortty  afm  Piul'i  <lM(h, 
b«d  it  liecn  compoml  by  >  I'suliDiit  who  dcnred  to  «i>ie  uid  cncomce  tbc 
local  CliriMiant  *iitt  Ihtii  eiMt  foundar  hftd  p»tted  *w*y.  Hit  putkulu 
etfjeciioiu  10  the  chriitoloEy  of  i"-  m  Dn-P»uline  (cp.  3  Co  8*  where  th«  to- 
osllcd  chriwolociol  rcfricnc*  ii  dio  adduced  for  pradical  purpoan),  on  ibe 
Mora  of  iu  toeonibicncy  with  the  pn-cikttenl  heavenly  Man  of  Ro  8*  Me., 
depend  00  too  iwnow  an  exegen*  <cp.  Schmidt.  «/>.  cii.  54  (. :  Wdffenbadb, 
9f~  lit.  64  f. :  and  Holtimann,  AfT  TA/oitgit,  ii.  88  f,  "  loniit  haben  wkkeja 
Grand,  die  chriiioti>)[ncheDi,ntellunB  Phi*'"alt  Jncompallbel  mil  dcrjcnigt* 
del  lUupttnicfe  auadem  paiilin.  Lehibcgriff  auuuscheiden")-*  Btiukntr 
(fr  Ittp^  dfoiJ  ...  UK  l>tf>Mirei).  Wciuc  Iri  ttrsi  (ra  Stv  and  Itf^r 
loi\au  .  .  .  ttavtlmett  ia,i>Tit),  Schmiedcl  |om.  i\\i  in  a*,  all  of  i*  except 
li,  and  ^auparlur  .  .  .  nrax'wlM*  in  l"),  and  PHeldcrei  (i.  311-313}  all 
omit  mora  or  leu  of  a^'  ai  interpolatid,  but  for  no  cogent  reaaont-  Tbdt 
procedure,  hovcivr,  sDggMis  a  fredt  Mt  c4  hrpotbnca  with  regard  to  tbc 
onily  of  (he  epiule. 

84,  Inttgrily.—Thaa  hypotheses  either  distinguish  between 

a  Pauline  nuclem  and  editorial  matter,  or  between  two  Pauline 

*  Thli  it  all  the  more  obvlaut  nhen  Cnloulans  b  accepted  ai  Paialieic 
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Both,  but  especially  ihe  latter,  »ut  (toid  the  ibrupt  turn 
abra  ypa^tir  ii/uv  icrX.).  It  is  a  fail  inreicnct  from  these 
•ordsthai  Paul  had  writion*  already  to  ihcChmtinnsof  Philippi 
tsa^  t^.,  Hacntein,  Bertholdt,  Lilnemann,  Flatt,  Bleek,  WiesJnger, 
Ewald,  Jatbo,  Scl>cnkcl,  Meyer,  Mangold,  Bisping,  HilgCDfcId, 
HoffDonn,  Meyer,  etc) ;  the  various  attempts  to  explain  r&  a{rri 
bxHn  the  context  and  contents  of  the  canonical  cpiule  are  more 
or  leu  strained.  Paul  had  not  spoken  ko  often  or  so  amply  of 
i^tricmg  {i*  a**),  that  his  hearers  would  feel  it  irksome  to  have 
jfa^Mn  ir  Ki^fy  repeated  to  them.  Some  more  serious  and 
tital  topic  is  retiuired.  ^matoavv^  la  not  sufficient!)'  emphatic 
b  the  following  paragraph  lo  make  it  probable  that  Paul  was 
half  apologising  (or  speaking  of  it  (Kohtcn),  and  the  least 
anlikely  solution  is  that  either  the  danjiier  of  dissensions 
(Ughttool)  or  the  enorista  are  In  his  mind.  Against  the 
latter  he  may  have  had  occasion  previously  to  warn  them.t  out 
of  bis  mournful  experiences  in  A&ia  and  Achaia  (3' =  3"  ol^ 
rgAAsuf  OUyor  iiuie).  The  readiest  explanation  of  3"-  is  10 
suppose  (with  Ewald,  Schenkel,  Rcuss,  etc.;  that  Paul  started 
to  complete  or  supplement  what  he  had  already  written,  possibly 
because  some  fre.ih  tidings  from  Philii>pi  had  readied  him  in 
ibe  tnieiTaL  There  is  nothing  specifically  un-Paulinc  eycn  m 
jit  to  justify  the  hypothesis  {  that  the  extant  epistle  consists  of 
s  genuine  and  a  later  letter,  which  some  editor  of  tlie  second 
century  has  patched  together. 

The  tise  of  the  plural  in  Polykarp's  letter  to  the  Philtppians 
(iH.X  where  he  speaks  of  Paul  having  written  jriTroAdt  us  St 
Ur  tf*i*T^*,  Suwjftjcr*^*  otnohonua&t  ih  r^  SoS««n«-  iifur  rurru', 
is  iodccisive;  hrwTiAai  like  /iflerae,  might  be  used  of  a  single 

*  Witbcwt  ptniinc  ypi^ttr  unduly,  one  miy  say  ihat  (he  Kopc  ol  the 
iimrt'ii  vcoM  cover  aioxt  ihsn  merely  ot»\  oammunli.'kliuiit  (tom  Puil 
Unttdf  tntbrouith  hU  drlrcilei.  Ettsid  found  unocs  of  luch  wtiit«n  com- 
imii»i»— »  Knnewhal  prccaiioutly  In  a"  >nd  j". 

t  VfiliM  t AWu  w.  Seittt  tfri^#,  319  r.)  thinks  that  die  cdltca  must  have 
had  J*  b>>  mind  th«  training  of  a  Co  I  r"'. 

S  Sdiradn  [Jfr  ApuUl  Paiiita,  t.  133  f.|  look  3'-«»  ••  an  luuntheniic 
ioMpolBtioa  1  VoUct  (7T.,  1891,  10-44,  II7-U&I  icparXed  a  cmuine 
PtufiM  Bo«e  (!'■*  exe.  ».  Hiv*.  t  &«.  I*''-  >»■"■  '"-"  »""■  "■••  4«-» 
■■ ")  from  natofal  (i*"-  ■"  »>■"  s'*'  "  4'-'-  ")  dating  from  Ihc  tdgn  0/ 
Tajao  or  Hadrian,  tbt  mlactor  being  mponiible  for  i'-  ^1**  3"  3'*;  liut 
he  nm  (/teoJW  mitd  Stuit  Bruft,  i36  f.)  detccu  lh«  Paoline  original  in  ■■'> 
(except  aim  tw,  a.  Jiofifoil},  I*"*-  """  (except  lal  tilvxfif-  raC  'hum.  '!•  X. 
iMl  i«r<  I.  f.  .fr*  *.  *.),  i»-  »"■"■  ■*  4'»-". 
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dispatch.  Vet  elsewhere  in  Polykarp  (cp.  ch.  xiii,),  m  i 
NT  ilscif  (i  Co  lO'  etc.).  Ihe  diiUnciion  bctwttn  §inj;u1aT  aod 
plural  in  the  use  of  the  term  i«  riiu-fiiUy  obsenet! ;  nor  would  Ihe 
use  Qitpisto!ae  in  the  I^t,  vefsion  of  ch.  xi.  of  Polykarp's  epiule 
(in  quibus  tnboraui[  bcsius  Faulus,  qui  cslic  in  principio  epistoUc 
ciiis)  invalidaic  thi.t  argument,  since  (phloliu  there  it  not  genit. 
sing  "  but  noni.  plur.  (cp.  z  Co  3*),  The  probabilities  therefore  arc 
that  Polykarp  knew  of  more  than  one  Patiline  letter  to  Philtppi, 
and  the  alternatives  are  to  sujipoiie  (1.)  that  some  other  previous 
letter  (or  letters)  to  that  church  did  not  survive,  or  (ii.)  that 
Polykarp  was  referring  loosely  to  1  Thesialonians,  which  was 
abo  written  to  a  neighbouring  Macedonian  church.  In  favour 
of  (i.)  it  may  be  pointed  out  that  if  its  contents  were  simitar,  as  fl 
tx  hypolhesi  they  must  have  been,  to  those  of  the  canonical 
epistle,  there  would  be  less  chance  of  it  surviving.  If  it  be 
argued  that  such  a  fate  would  he  unlikely,  when  it  hndsurvi^-ed  to 
the  age  of  Polykarp,  the  answer  is  that  Polykarp's  language  does 
not  necessarily  imply  more  than  that  the  church  had  in  the 
earlier  {Mriod  of  its  history  (4'*)  received  more  than  one  letter 
from  the  aposdc.  (ii.)  Mote  probably,  however,  the  reference 
covers  the  Thcaalonian  epistles  (or  a  Thessalonians^  of  which 
the  Philippian  church  would  possess  a  copy ;  for  in  addressing 
the  Philippians  themselves  (xi.  3)  he  actually  uses  language  (de 
nobis  etenim  gloriatur  in  omnibus  ecclesils)  which  is  palpably  a  | 
reminiscence  of  i  Thcssalonians  (cp.  \}),  as  if  the  latter  epistle 
were  somehow  associated  in  his  mind  with  Philippi.  TertuUian  { 
(ad  ScoTf.  13)  similarly  quotes  Phil,  as  if  it  were  addressed  to 
Tliessalonika,  and  the  three  Macedonian  epistles  seem  to  have 
been  often  grouped  together  in  the  archives  of  Ihe  early  church 
(Zahn).  The  4rMToAai  of  Polykarp  are  most  readily  to  be 
understood  in  this  sense,  i.t.,  as  a  collection  of  i'aultne  epistlei, 
including  not  only  Philippians  but  those  addressed  to 
neighbouring  church  of  Thfssalonika(ep,  Hatnack  in  TU.,  l\ 
<t.  3-  86  f.,  and  Wredc  in  TU.,  lejoj,  94  f.), 

Unllk«  r  Co  5*  and  Col  4'*,  (he  alluilon  !n  Pb  3*  dEd  not  prompt'' 
wrlrn  in  ihc  otly  church  10  pti>duc«  an  apocrjphal  ktter  (o  the  PhMppIaan.! 
The  niilreiM  of  *uch  ■  Icllrr  ttay  \k  inlcitrii  (rum  the  Syriac  Calalo^us 
SliMltlea*  icf.  Mo.  l.««ii  in  StiJia  Simiiiika,  I.  ii  I.,  «nd  W.  Bauer,  Dtf 
AfMt»tK  Jir  Syrrr,  19Q],  pp.  34  I.,  33  i.),  which  mcntioiu  two  PbUippiao 

*  Notle'i  conjtctarr,  JvovTaMtt  for  /irirrgXtt  in  the  origioal  (cpi  Ztthtt, 
{NT,  i.  Jj6)i  ti  in|;cnu»u  liul  uiintcrauLry. 
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c^ln ;  Iwt,  u  ii  omiu  t  Tim.,  it>  evidence  ii  noi  (n»>wiirih]r.  and  no  clear 
intt  olitrif  such  apccrypiinn  hu  lircn  prncrved.  Tile  lui^a|;e  of  Pcilykaip 
doea  nut  yield  ■nj'  p'uuf,  while  llic  ouiial  renmik  of  Gcar|^i»  Synccllut 
iCArtH.,  ed.  Dindurf,  i.  651  t  foiSrau  [i.t.  Clcmtnt  ot  Rome]  nJ  i  iwtanAtt 
h  *j  r^  ^VivT^favf  lUiinfnu  wpiir^  friaTtXs)  limy  lie  hi  ovcnif[h(. 

The  internal  evidence  fails  upon  the  whole  to  add  any  valid 
proof  for  a  partition -theory,  o-en  as  advocated  by  Huusralh 
(iv.  i6a  r.)  and  especially  by  Bacon  (7»/  Star,'  of  St  Paul, 
PP-  3^7  ^X  ^^  or  whom  put  3-4  earlier  than  \~3,  as  a  separate 
Pauline  letter ;  but  i"  is  not  necessarily  incompatible  vith  i** 
and  4** ;  in  i**  Paul  vents,  with  some  exaggeration,  his  annay- 
■noe  at  linding  it  impOKKible  to  persuade  any  of  his  local 
coadjutors  to  undertake  the  mission  to  Philippi,  and  accuses 
ibem  of  selfishness  and  worldliness  (so  in  3  'I't  4'^.  The 
ertorists  of  ^,  as  Has  been  already  noted,  are  not  mentioned 
b  1".  And,  although  this  hypothesis  relieves  the  epistle  of  the 
unwicldly  postscript  (j"-),  it  does  not  work  out  with  anything 
like  ibe  same  plausibility*  as  the  similar  view  of  i  Co  io-i5. 
Still  more  unconvincing  is  ihe  earlier  theory  of  Hcinricha 
(CMfawjir.  £Ar/-  Pkiltpp.f  i&io)  and  Pautus  (</«  lemfore  scripia* 
frwrii  ad  Tim.  atque  ad  Philipp.  tpiil.  Pauli,  1799),  elaborated 
from  a  hint  of  S.  I-e  Maynirs  Faria  Sacra,  ii.  33*  f.  (1685}, 
which  discoTcrcd  in  2,^-^"^  a  special  letter  addressed  either  to  an 
esoteric  circle  of  the  apostle's  friend.1  or  the  authorities  of  the 
local  church  (in  spite  of  4'"  1),  the  rest  of  the  canonical  e])i.stle 
(w.  |i-j'  4****)  being  intended  for  the  local  church  in  general 
(to  Paulus,  Htidelbtrg.  Jahrhuiktr,  1811,  70a  f.,  confining  the 
special  leitct  to  3'-4').  Psychologiwlly,  the  change  of  tone 
from  a'**'  with  iu  farewell  note,  to  3"'  with  its  sudden  outburst, 
is  quite  credible  in  a  writer  like  Paul,  who  is  compoung  not  a 
Ueatise  but  an  informal  letter,  proliably  amid  many  inicrrup- 
lions.  The  hiatus  is  striking,  but  it  need  not  denote  the  place 
ai  which  two  notes  have  been  joined. t  The  tcast  violent 
explanation  would  be  to  conjecture  (with  Ewald)  that  3^4'  and 

*Cp.  Btltct'*  Eimi.  555  f-.  and  Clenien'i  Pa-Ins,  \.  tjo  f.  (where  he 
reUacu  ihe  earlier  vkw  of  his  EinkriiUfkifU  d.  f'aul.  Bri4ft,  133  f.).  Each 
of  the  tettrri  pownlattd  t>y  ihr  panlilon-iheorini  inuti  have  Iicen  mulibted  t 
hnthcnBOic,  •*  PActdern  poinu  oul.  "  (he  litit  locks  uiy  eipiciuon  of 
ihuiks  fa*  the  gift  of  the  Philippi>n>,  which  (1*)  must  hare  already  been 
axk." 

t  Ttiu*  >be  phntK  ti  ^wrdr  apptwdmatn  to  »fr  (cp>  Hi  a6*,  Ac  97", 
llk4\  aTl4*c<c.)l  it  need  not  have  ■  final  Kn*t^ 
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4*  represent  a  couple  of  postscripts  which  were  >ppen<!«d 
the  original  letier.  V"-,  however,  is  hnidly  an  after  shouglu ; 
il  rather  rounds  off  the  topics  interrupted  by  the  ditgrestion  of 
3}':  4"  Cx^'pp'  a  i'  Ki'pt'y  *«7«i^««)  snd  3"  <x*V»«T«  if  Hv/tiif) 
is  a.  good  sequence,  but  in  ■  letter  it  is  not  alTcclcd  by  the 
inter>ening  passage.  It  is  doubtful,  thacfnte,  if  the  atietnpis 
to  analyse  the  epistle  have  proved  much  more  satisfactory  than 
the  similar  movements  of  literary  inquiry  into  the  first  Philippic 
of  Demosthenes,  where  critrcUm  has  swung  back  in  tlie  main  to  a 
conservative  position  (see  A.  Baroa'a  article  in  Wientr  StuJieit, 
■  884,  173-105). 

J5.  History  in  early  (hurth  (cp,  NTA.  53 f.,  7 if.,  94 f.; 
R.  J.  Knowling's  Tatimony  0/ Si.  Paul  to  Christ,  inf.,  and 
Gregory's  Canon  and  Ttxt  of  NT.  205  f.). 

The  liiu  induLiublc  cchon  of  the  cpinle  occur  bi  PolykBrpi  cp.  L  1 

tX^-m'  *'  '■  KvpJui  ftrrdXui ;  li.  1  V  I'''-  Cliriil]  Ixtrdrv  '*  xim  twmpirta 
lai  iri-rtm^i"  3"  1  U.  1,  sfrroi  rArtttvit  ill  tirir  lifotHir  =  x"  {n\hrt  Ihan 
G*l  I'l  H'htrt  the  ccmlcxl  ii  (liflerrnt)!  xiL  ].  el  pn>  iniimcM  crsctt  =  3" 
TviJi  /x^poui  toS  crtvfitC  roC  XpiaroD,  *nd  ihe  allution  In  ilL  3  10  hul.  It  cal 
iwirt  iiiir  f>pa^  twioic\is.  The  ewliet  altuiiont  in  Ignatius  ue  hat 
diiiiaci.  yd  picluUy  rrlUlilt :  Smjrm,  it,  x,  *im  iwnt^nt  siVroC  /u 
irSviaiioirrot  =  4'*,  ihe  oo^uiicnce  of  mr  tfittitt  htid  larl  i(>a3a(tv  (1^  *) 
in  Uttid.  i.  I.  "iii.  J.  and  Sm/rn.  »i.  3,  riKnei  trrti  rAtia  isl  ♦p»nrt^  =  3*' 
Jfw  «(r  rAt>«,  nvtt  ^farOiuw.  In  Clem.  Kom.  iii.  I  {At  *>4if(Mt«AraC 
TAiTtiititttot  *tX.,  cp.  iiL  4),  till  we  hive  belter  ciidenM  («  lit*  phiaa* 
liciliK  coDiinon.  it  u  liir  (O  bliiilt  >  (race  of  l**  (>iJrar  ijiAt  rof  flay)«U«v  rod 
XfiattS  wAinvlatt).  and  the  >»me  may  be  aaid  of  ilni.  3,  nlicte  ClemeiH 
apcaJw  of  Ihe  Cniin  I  hians  receiving;  rauricpiMle  t*  i^xt  ''*"  tt*yf\lav,  tut 
own  phtaicin  I'hil  4".  In  tlie  Maiiyidomoi  Polykatp  (i,  i),  a*  a  quoted, 
and  in  l)!o)[nei.  v.  <>  (^rl  y^t  itarptfiti/ttr,  iXX  it  ttff^  reA<n^«*r«,]  ibtre 
may  be  ui  alluiiorn  10  j*.  The  e^iitllc  uaa  used  alio  by  Theodoln*  th« 
Valenbniaii  and  the  Selhlln;  It  it  quoled  In  the  epittle  ftotn  I.yoikt  and 
ViennelKui.  //.  E.  v.  3.  J  =  i*l.  Eailier  il  kppeaicci  in  Mutciun'i  IvtrraXoi. 
ai  at  a  Itiei  periud  in  ttw  Mnmorian  Canon,  vhllM  Innjut  (tv.  tS.  4a4'*), 
ClcB.  Aks,  (tcpc«ledl7),  and  TcituUiaa  die  >U  conteikU, 
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(A)  THE  SYNOPTIC  PROBLEM. 

ItniATDBL — («)  EdliloiH  of  qtiopllf  g^pcb :— J.  Bicnl  {,C»mmtmt*rii 
im  ilmlummt  Uvtim  li  Lwam,  Tubingtn,  I  $90)1  It.  E.  G.  Pautiu, 
ta^itthit  HamAttih  ubtr  dU  drri  mitn  Kv^ita  <  K(i<teUicri{,  tSjo-j}; 
"•  I  4J'n  -  •"•  ••'  •  U<M-  iltM-Sl:  G'  il.  A.  Eo-ald,  Dit  Jrti  Ew^im 
(Cmbigeii,  1S50)  I  F.  Itlrck,  S/ntffliifki  £rJt/amMf  J.  drti  tntm  EvgHm 
Il86s)i  H-  S«*tn,  Pie  drii  mtm  Evglitn  tytitfiliu\  tuitrnminfiMlIt 
iWlnbwIni,  1866) :  L.  Bonnel  ■  (Uuunnc.  1806)  1  G.  L.  C»y  ( N'rw  Vork, 
igooJt  A.  B.  Brace  {EGT.*  1901):  II.  J.  Holliiunn  (HC*  I90I)*| 
SdoMn.  Tit  //iroMn  SltmtHl  in  He  C«sf*tt.  A  CemmfuUry  w/vti  llu 
^tttftit  narralirt  (potihumout.  London.  1907]  i  A.  Loiiy,  Lti  Attiigilfi 
SpiifHfmi'  (1907-Sli  }.  Wci»  (.VA7:*  1907):  C.  G.  Monlrfiorc,  Tit 
SfMftit  G*tf*li,  tdiltd  wiii  «H  iHi'-viiHihm  am/4  Canmttiitry  (1909), 

(i)  Studio— L««nnK,  im««  Hyfttkeit  ubtr  dit  Bvgliiltn  tUi  Uttt 
mmtAiiit*  Grifhitliiuhnittr  Mraihnr  (1778);  ICop|K,  Sfami  mm 
rfiUmaur  .ValtliMHtTtl'l ;  Gnahaek,  CammtiUmie  fit  Al»rti  tvamgiHMm 
Ulwm  t  MttlKatitI  Lmn  <amrtiiU\tiiii  tUttrftuiH  tiit  mfiittaliir  (1790II ;' 
G.  CSlon.  1>€  Fi«U4  ffaHfUtrKM  Att.  tl  Lnei^  \tyiH)iQ\<;Xitt,  Hiiltriuli- 
hrit.  Fenu^A  tttir  tlif  Eililtliiiig  u.  dit.  friiAttltH  Sikuhalt  dtr  iikn/titetm 
Mtfiitn  (iSilt,  nnl  lnd>ii'>n)i  Prinnpal  Cmnplwll,  On  Ht  Gti/uli  (Edin. 
tbOi  Hue  (£»/''  II-  <-i43-  1816)1  Knobct,  Oi  trigitu  Marti  (iSji): 
!khlcicnwchet(5A'.,  iSjt,  7JS-769)*  :  Lulimaan  \SK..  iSjS,  STof-)*;  C. 
G.  WDkc,  itr  UrnwigtUil,  «4tr  titg.-h-Hitiht  Umeriwhung  Mtr  das 
VtrwmmdlitlM/ltT^kAlmiii  dtr  drti  tnltu  EvgiitH  (1S3S);  E.  F.  Gclpkc, 
CUrr  dit  AmrdnuHf  dtr  Ert^VtrifiH  in  dtit  ijtKftiuhta  EvgHem  (1839) ; 
F.  J.  SchwuU,  AViii#  Uiutriiuhun{tn  itUr  d.  VtrunndtuAafintrkHtitiii 
dtr  ty-  EPt^if*  (1844)  i  Bruno  Biuci,  Krilik  d.  rfjufiUitht  CtitkieAle 
4.  !^m«fl>  0846):  F-  C  Baur,  Kriiiiiht  UnWtatktmgm  tter  dit 
Iwfuir  Irn  EVflitM  (1S47)  i  A.  Noilon,  Evidtmts  ^ tki  GtHuintntit  tf  tht 
Cnfii,  (1847);  Wuchl.  Tktol. /aArt.  (l8jl).  481-538  {"Oo  ihe  pretcnl 
pMkloa  of  Sfnoplic  Ctiticiun  ") ;  Smilfa,  Dinrriaiim  tvi  tkt  OrigiH  and 
i/tJU  C»tftlt  (1853);   K.    R.    KMUin,  Dtr  Unfrung  mmd  dit 


'TW  inl  ftgaxnn  appeannee  of  ibi*  unlucky  uiA  pmlific  dtodctlon, 
■hkh  ll  Im>  laltai  neulf  a  ccoiary  of  oppwiiimi  (ted  by  Stoir,  Knobcl, 
WHu.  W«iMc,  B.  Wm*,  Kaliimknn,  WaaAcka,  and  Wradt)  10 
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A'fyfPU'/ifM  d.  fxHtftisrien  EvgUta  (Slull^rt,  iSjj) :  A.  WAgathM,  Dii 
Evttiat  Hark  itrtr  EHUUinng  bhiI gtivAitAiluiai  fitdmruHi  {1%^);C.  H. 
\S<a^,dirEi<glui/ragriniirtnigtgrinatrligtmSlailimm\1%i^)i  VMn,Jtttm- 
ftfitient  nitK/:.  lynoft.  |t86o) ;  G.  d'Eichlhal,  Lei  EiMtfl'i  |l'«rit,  i86j| ; 
II.  J.  llolUiiuuin,  Mt  SyiufliuAt  Evulim  (itllSj)*  -,  Weiu*ckcr,  Uiutr- 
nukungtm  ttitrJit  tvungiUsiit  CtuAuhtt  (1S64,  second  td.  I901)*i  Jibn, 
Btifri^  tur  Krilik  d.  tyit.  Etgitm  (t866)  :  S*bMicr,  Sauna  «b  tm  Vitdt 
yAiii(?«ii,  1866I;  Scholten,  dm  Aliiil.  £1^/0(1869,  En|r,  U.  viH^»ttdtU 
Evglm,  1868) :  C  VolkiDBr.  dii  Evg/itn,  tder  Marcui  naJdit  ifiuf$$.  ,  .  .' 
(1876]:  Bruno  Uauer,  Climiiii  uhJ  dii  Caaartn  (1877,  pp.  J56C,  0*%. 
pipcl  tmlicJclcit  in  Mark  and  Maicion't  Luke) ;  G.  Wetiel,  Dii  tyn^tistkat 
Evjc/Um  .  .  .  (iSKj.  oral  [ndilion)  l  A.  jBCobKO.  l/nitrjiuiiaigrm  llirr  dk 
nans-  CatMiktt  (iSSj) ;  Hiiliilm,  dit  lyHSftitikiti  Evilun  natk  Jtr  Firm 
i*rtr  /pikaltHiJS&t,)  •  Wend(  {.Ukn  Jtsu,  i886  ;  iceond  ed.  19011;  SehnUe. 
EtsaiefluiitiiftP  I1886))  W.  BrUckncr,  du  vitr  Evglifx  (iSS;)!  FiIImd, 
iHlrod.  gfaetatt  aux  AraigiJti  |iKlt9)i  V.  It.  Woodi  [SB.  il.  Sft.)" ; 
WeMcoIl,  /mtrvdihtun  It  SItdy  cf  Ftir  C#i/i/i' (i8S9h  A.  Wri^,  Tid 
C»mp»iitmit^ iMt  Gaif^li\\%i)a)i  W.  SandAy  (£j/.*iii.  81  (.,  l^t.^nt., 
}4Sf.,  4llf.)!  F.  P.  BadhMU,  JIu  frrttHttim  c/  Ike  Cetfii^  (>^3)i 
Mexuvia,  LnufiHjf /dial  efGnf^h  (new  cd.  1E91) ;  R«ch,  Aniunammittht 
/ttraiUtHjUlL  1S93,  ii.  1894.  hi.  1895.  in  7t/.)'i  H.  \-onSadtn  'dat  IntrnMc 
d.  apoit.  ZcitdtciK  an  d.  cvang.  Gcichichte  *  ( Tkjl.  1891) ;  GIc«k.  /mradrnt/tm 
uSjm.  Gasfth  (Edin.  1S95)  1  A.J.  Jolle}-,  Hh  Syifplit  PrMtmffr  EifHtk 
A'tadtri  (1S9]) ;  Roehiicli,  Zd  Cvmfotitiem  dtt  toaniiUt  (1897) ;  Haioack, 
ACL.i\.  t.  6JI-7001  Reach.  £>u/<^'<i/nM|Leiptig,  1898);  McGifletK/ly/. 
4T9r.};  Weinle.  rfw  Syn.'fiinki  Eragi  I1S99)*  i  P-  Calmei,  Cfmntml  if 
tenl  fermis  la  H-an£itti  (Par!t.  1S99} ;  W.  Sotuu,  Eint  Ltltlit  d. 
ijmoftiielun  Famiung  (1899),  Uitart  Et-g/itf  (1901!;  V.  H.  Suotoa 
[HuilnEi'  i>S.  A.  1^4-1:49);  Alibuil*  and  Schmirdel  (F./ii.  1761-18^9, 
1840-96I  *  I  U.  Frecauini,  '  La  crilloi  del  Tsngeh  net  aecalo  xJi '  (StuJi 
E*/ip"i,  1901,  ]o-SJ,  309-331)1  Moffmi  [tMT.,'  1901, 1  if.,  35s r.,  6350 1 
A.  Loixy.  Eluda  aiaitg/liftiti  (I'aiit,  1901);  J.  A.  Kobinwn,  7'lu  Sltid^ 
^  lit  Gtsfel^  (1903)1  j.  HoUvy,  Eltidii  et^mg^li^iut  (rvB,  1903! : 
BonaccotiL*!,  I  trt  fn'mi  t'mift/i  1/ /a  trUut  Utltr»ri*  (19^)  ■  H-  *<» 
SodEH.  DU  wiiktigtlm  Frattn  (m  Ijten  Jtiu  (1904):  E.  D.  Bocuo, 
ilHlredmtUn  It  Ge^ftli.  Oiiago,  1904)  i  E.  D.  Boiton.  Stmt  fyimifia_ 
iJltTtry  Criiiciim  aad  tluir  Afpli-  atitn  It  tlu  SytfflU  FrtHltm  ( 
rublicationi of  ChicaBo  Unitettiiy,  vol.  v.,  1904)*  :  E.  Man)ceiMI(VI 
DB,  il.  ao5lt-3097) ;  J.  W«IIhau*en,  iiH/iilunfin  dit  draaUtit  Ev^titn* 
(1905];  N.  J.  D.  While  [DCG.  L  663-671);  BoMnquet  and  WeiOutm 
[Ouilimn  t/ Ihe  Synt/lii  A'nonf,  1905!  j  jDc«|uiei  (AVT".  ii..  1905) ;  IjMay, 
MtnfMx  ^*z4frif  (1906I  i  Jiilichn.  ,Vriu  Lim'tit  in  dit  Krilik  d,  Spamg. 
Virtlttftmnt  (1906)  ;  J.  E.  Ckipenlcr.  Ikt  Eirti  Tknt  Gt>Fi/i* {Uudon, 
1906];  C.  E.  Sooti  MoncrielT,  Si.  Mark  •nd  tin  Triplt  Tradilim  (1907); 
P.  Felne  {FKE.  lis.  377-j8i}:  Ittau,  EF.  zviu.  ('Orii^m  and  CtaiMter 
of  ou>  GoipeU');  G.   II.   MiUler.   Zar  Syitfu  [VHltmnkiu^  Hier  dii 

'Sn  (he  diKmn'oni  in  Cmltmf.  fttvitw  (voL  xni.}  btlwcen  Jannuis 
(PP-  37-4^  S3*-S39)  »nJ  ALbcrtt  (a49-»S4). 
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ArMttwttM  da  U.  m.  Ml.  miU  ihn  Qu/fff,).  tgt£ ;  F.  NIocilinJot,  la 
frtalda  A  KlJ4ili«it  At  trtit  fv*mnrs  fj^ans^liilii  (r4rit,  1908)'  ;  T. 
Meal.  T*t  Cnfth  in  ikt  EarlutI  CkHnh  Hitiery  <  190A] ;  ],  K.  Cohu.  Tlu 
Gnftit  im  iJu  Li£ki  «f  MhJi'h  Kat^rtk  (1909) :  E.  Wcndline.  'Synopiuchc 
SuiSen'  (ZNW.,  1907.  JS*'-.  19**  96f..  1909.  46f..  ai9(-l :  %V.  Flindtrj 
PMfk,  Tit*  Gn^k  tflAt  Ctiftti  ai  litu-n  fy  Strtufur*!  Crilkiim  (1910). 

(()  SutTcyi'  of  (tceni  ctHicbm  :— A.  Mmtiei  \Rivltw  «f  TKeeUgji  mud 
nOmtfKf,  v.  JS7l:  ••  i->7i  J-  Wti«  (T/f..  1908,  9tl.,  isaf.ll 
W«^ti^  (2ff"/:,  1908,  I35r.);|8.  W.  Bacon  (Harvard  7%tgl.  Retfim, 
1908,  lfi-69)  I  H.  L.  Jackwn  (Cam^ri.f£f  BMital  £tiayr,  41]  f.). 

{dl  Tha  bnl  lynofHl*  of  ihe  irxiuaJ  data  U  KuthtiriMike'i  Xyiufi/iitm 
{■SSo),  bol  Biuller  and  convenient  maniMb  *tc  publiihH  in  Engliili  by 
W.  A.  Stevens  uul  E.  D.  Bnrlon  (Bosion,  1894) ;  A.  Wri|;hl  {Sytufiiit  ffih4 
Gttfi'*,  190J)  i  C«ttn  Cftmpliclt  \fitsl  Tkra  GtifiU  in  Grttlfl,  1S99),  and 
J.  U.  ThooipSMi  \,Tit  Sjfiafiic  Gtiptli.  1910)1  in  Gaman  by  Veil  {Di* 
Sf^tittkt  ArsAUIn*,  l8g7) :  Hcincke  {.Sj/mfti!  Jtr  drti  trtltn  Evghrm, 
1S9S),  aad  Huek  \Syittfu  di'  drti  triUn  Hfglitt^,  1910).  The  older 
liuntun  af  ijrfwpiei  |siually  =  luroionin),  includes  Taiian'i  '  Diaieiuron' 
(cp.  7»*  evitill  IJft  ef  Chrul  avr  ,t*,filfd,  by  Dr.  J.  H.  Hill,  Edin. 
1894]*  i  Ammooiui  (third  centuiy) ;  Au(;u!iline  {dt  umifniii  evaniiliitanrm, 
cp.  IL  j.  Vo^eli  in  Dardrnhcwci't  Bihlniht  Siutlum,  xiii.  5) ;  A.  Bruich 
\Maii9Uuar*m  irttt  tx  ftM.  tvaHg.,  Cologne,  I5]9) !  Salmeioa  [CetnMml.  in 
nai^.  kisl*riam,  Madrid,  1598) ;  Calvin  ;  Oiiandn  ;  Chemniii  (Uarmania, 
1704)1  Benipt't  ffarmtmu  (1736);  M'Kni|;lit,  MarmtHjr  »f  Ikt  Cfiftii 
(1763) :  PlaAch,  RHtantrfatm  maun  synepl.  Zunvamtn.  (1809) :  Racdlgcr't 
^1^^$  <l8i9)i  H.  N.  Omiun,  Qualt.  ntuig.  latut/i  tyaefiuat  (Ciipen> 
hlgen,  1829)1  J.  S.  Thompton,  A  MetiaUsiar^n  (ItaUimore,  tS3S--9|; 
Cfcawel),  llarmtnia  ntrngtUta  (Oxford,  1830) ;  R.  Chapman,  Gt.  Ilatmfnjr 
^ G»tftU  {l%}fi)  ;  l-aiA  Carprnlcr'  \A  Aammiy  or  ifH,  arrangtmeiil  c/ ikt 
tmftli.  1S3S];  De  Welte  and  Luekc'i  ^/w^iii'  (1841)1  Gehrii>eer  (i84>|; 
Wkwier,  Cinn,  Syn^iiidtr  vifrEv^UH  (1843,  Eng.  u..  Cambridee,  1864) : 
RoUmob  (BoatoA,  184;.  ed.  Kiddle,  1893):  K.  An|;er,  Syittpui  £vang. 
in.  MM.  ItUM  (iSji)  I  Pairiii,  Dt  Bvangftiii  (1851) ;  W.  Stroud,  A  nrm 
Ck.  a^mmy  gf  tk4  /•mr  Ceifil)  (London,  1853) ;  Scvin  |i866) :  Cardinct 
(Aftd»*«i,  1S71) ;  E.  SaliDOO.  Analyiis  tfiht  /iwr  ParalUI  C«iftU  (1876), 
abo  T%t  FaraM  Cnfilt  (l^ondon,  1876]!  Killion,  Syiufsis  tvanp/iia 
(pRii,  iSSl):  TiKhcodorr,  S/nefris  Evattgiiiii^  11891)1  C.  C.  James,  A 
H*nt*»JI  ff  Iki  Goiftli  \iti)i) ;  }.  A.  Broadus,  ,1  Uarmftijuf  tkt  GttptU  in 
lU  Mniitd  Vtrti«ff  (New  York,  1898),  and  J.  C  KanilMud,  Harmmia  H 
Vmf^  (Pull,  1898^ 

1 1.  71U  doi-umenlary  hypothesis.  —  FfUx  gut  poiuit  rtmm 
evgHoseer*  eatisas.  This  fetidly  has  not  yet  been  the  portion  of 
invcsttgalon  into  Ihe  literary  origin  of  the  ajmoptic  gotpvla, 
bat  the  uibtlc  sod  exhaustive  processes  of  criticism,   which 

l|II*to«k«l  ikeiche*  of  meueh  in  Gliiig,  tp.  tit.  pp.  44^;   MelgniB, 
Itt  /vHgUa  If  J*  enlifur  an  X/Xt  u'idt  IParit,  1864) ;  Fciite  {a/-,  cit.) 
jMqokt  UtfT.  U.  i84-3iS).  u"^  Zahn  {/JVT.  fjo). 
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hive  been  ap[)lie<j  to  the  synoptic  problem  »n<x  Sch1ei«nnai 
have  SI  last  R-suIicd  in  (a)  the  conduiiion  that  tite  p 
is  primarily  one  of  lilenry  criticism.  The  gospels  arv  books 
mode  out  of  books ;  none  of  them  is  a  docunient  which  uinply 
transcribes  the  oml  teaching  of  an  aposile  ei  of  apostles.  Their 
agreements  ind  dilTnences  cannot  be  explained  except  on  ihc 
hypothesb  of  a  more  or  less  close  literary  relationship^  and  while 
oml  tradition  is  a  uera  (ausa,  it  is  only  a  subordinate  factor 
in  the  evolution  of  our  canonical  Grtek  gospels.  (*)  Secondly, 
the  priority  of  Mark  to  Matthew  and  Luke  no  longer  requires 
to  be  proved.  Whati^vcr  modilicalions  and  qualifications 
it  may  be  necessary  to  introduce  into  this  general  thesis,  the 
starting-point  of  research  is  the  working  hypothesis  tlut  the  ■ 
order  and  outline  of  the  second  canonical  gospel  lay  before 
the  writers  of  Muithcw  and  Luke,  who  employed  it  more  or  less 
freely  as  a  framework  into  which  they  introduced  materials  from 
other  sources. 

(o)Th»  otnl  hypoiht«[ii(Wr»leolt,  Cotkt,  Wttwt,  Vdt.  Wright)  umnie* 
(h>(  ihr  coipel  wu  officially  dnuii  up  by  ihe  primitive  apotilct  oi  by  cnc  oi 
Ihcm  (Pclcr,  Malthcw),  *nd  lh>C,  liy  •.tint  of  rcpctilion,  Ihe  variuus  cycles  oj 
nirrstivo  uid  dUioutie  becune  Mcicoty|>cd  ticfutc  inning  inio  writtrn  form. 
"The  common  clemcni  of  oar  (]uec  ii)nop(ic  gMpcli  ««i  not  a  mne  ccnin 
ofnyingiof  Jtuit,  or  of  anvcHMft  of  H!»  utloni,  but  ta  an.\  Gotpel  atiich 
gave  *  conllnucmi  hbtory  of  lilt  ur«,  (mm  His  baplUm  by  John  lo  Hit 
cnidlixion"  [Salmon,  llutK-aa  EUmnt  m  l)u  Gtiftlt,  pp.  ITi.).  It  (iitlhet 
ttqaim  ■  definiir  orikt  of  ttichcit  or  caiecliiit*  wlio  nude  it  thcii  bocinM* 
lij  ttach  ihi)  oral  gospel.  The  ncctssity  of  ■  recourse  U>  luch  utumptinu  it 
even  lc»  faiourable  ihui  ihc  impouliility.  upnn  Ihii  tbtury,  of  gjvkif  any 
raiional  ncounl  <A  how  Ihc  Urge  MCiioiit  In  Ml.  and  Lk.,  which  Mk.  oanili, 
ever  extne  into  enstencc  wuJ  into  the  tpecUl  placet  which  they  occupy.  *  No 
appcsli  to  the  Oriental  memory,  wilh  It*  cilnontinar)'  poaci  of  relcniivcneu 
[cp.  Haieolioulh  In  CMriilian  4f>lcgttiti,  igoj.^Sf.Jt  will  nilKcctonptein 
tha  Intfkkle  vuiaiions  atit)  coinciclences  in  ihc  ij-noptic  goipeli,  wiihoul 
involrins  irlilicial  rvcunstiuctioot  of  (he  ««)ly  church't  ■itiiude  to  the  nyingi 
of  Jeiuii.  The  dcuiled  proof  of  thli,  with  a  lhorau|^igolng  refutallnn  of  th« 
oral  hypolheiii.  it  led  by  Zahn  {INT.  a.  40Sf.).  Channnes  l/frpwt  dt 
Tklalegittl  Fhilnvfiii,  1904,  ijS-tte).  and  S<aiitnn  {GHD.  il.  17f.},  man 
brioAy  by  Schmkdel  (e^f.  iKij-t)  and  Peake  (MT.  ia4(.). 
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■  Kvcn  ■  rcmlutE  adhetent  oT  the  theory,  like  T>i.  Wri^l  iST.  nl.  ' 
ail  f.).  now  admin  that  docnmcpli  were  in  ute  from  tht  lint,  for  cslMhetical 
puipoMi.      To   call    Ihe    docunienl*  'lemporaiy*   doei    not  concflaj   tlw ; 
GoUaptc  of  the  ot*l  hypoiheii*. 

t  See  alao  G.  H.  Putnnn'i  AmUr,  aitJ  Iktir  PtMit  te  AiuUnt  TTawr* ' 
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^V  Ow  obfKlI'm  lo  ih«  oral  >iypoihtti<i  —  vSf.  the  gMpel**  pretcrvKtion  in 
Greet  iitdokd  o(  Aiamtic  ~ii  rnnovcd  by  the  CE^giutle  hxpolhet»  of  a  pnmi- 
un  Semitic  pnpcl  upon  which  ibr  >yiii;>)ilitta  hnie  iJI  drawn  ( Krtch,  Abbott, 
ta|p);  but,  allbuuGh  ilie  theory  hclpi  to  ucount  (b(  one  en  ivo  (lr««k 
MiJMIi  by  ponuiog  oal  On  poitibilii)-  that  ihey  mty  go  btck  to  ihe  omiuion, 
MaMoOtW  inntpmiiionofeooMnMiltin  ihr  Kchrrw  original,  n**  comptcle 
"pH"!*""  or  Ihe  leuiial  phenomeiM  it  bili.  There  i>  pnluipi  no  unie- 
cedoit  inprobabilily  in  Hrbtew  being  Mill  viHilcn  bFi»ecn  A.ih  40  and  yo 
m  Pitowlne :  the  newly  ditcoi'cfed  fracmcnt*  or  Ercletiaslicui  thaw  ihal  a 
Jew  Mvld  write  in  tuf  Bibliul  Hcbicw  lang  after  il  hid  ccMed  10  be  (pokcn 
(cMiKlly.  But  whf  ahcnild  ta  cvangcliti  of  Jesus?  If  any  Semitic  gtnpcl  it 
to  ha  poiiBlaled,  Annaic  (to,  t^.,  Lcuing,  Kicbhorn)  i«  mudi  more  hkely 
llwa  Hebtev  to  have  been  iU  language,  and  all  the  relevant  fact*  of  ihe  cue 
can  be  oiet  by  allowinc  tea  Aramaic  aoutoct  behind  ihe  gmpelt  and  foi  ih« 

IAisnajc  background  of  ihdt  oral  tradition.  Miiconccptlon  by  Greek  tran*- 
blonof  B  Semitic  phiMc  i*  indeed  a  turaiatm  in  the  interpieiation,  t.g.,  of 
linnc  puaafic*  from  Q,  the  oonnnon  tourcc  of  Mt.  and  Lk.,  which  ptobjibly 
ciiitcd  in  diRcient  receniian*.  To  quote  «  modern  eicample.  when  we  find 
in  aome  liaailalioiia  of  Don  Quixolc  (part  ii.  ch,  xKtiv.)  lAt  Grttt  C«m' 
tutMla/tr,  and  in  olhcn  lli<  Grttk  C«mmaHifr,  It  i*  obvioiit  ihat  thoM 
icpteaent  the  wrong  and  the  cotrecl  renderingi  of  SI  CemnHHdaJer  Ciitto. 
The  •jrnofilic  variant  renileiint:!  of  a  common  Semitic  original,  it  muil  be 
•IIowmI.  iMually  give  a  good  icnie ;  )l  nuty  not  be  the  ciacl  »enM  of  the 
origjnaJ,  but  k  ii  iDlelligibk,  and  generally  it  it  ooruonant  with  the  character- 
iHic  aiauand  tnilaof  the  |;o*p«l  in  which  It  occur*.  The  latter  phennneDun, 
indeed,  praveMi  ui  ftom  tuppoung  that  the  particular  rendering  wat  invariably 
■icciilefilaL  On  the  other  hand,  thii  theory,  when  pushed  (o  iti  full  limits 
raJuow  lb*  biTcntire  and  liidepcndvnl  element  in  the  synoptic  writtrt,  by  lay- 
[b^  itim  00  the  poimbilitici  of  error  and  altcTBtion  which  were  involred  in 
the  tramilion  from  a  Hebrew  oricinal  to  variiiut  (ireek  Iranilationi.  The 
tynoplJc  *ariatioiu  are  referred  to  different  conception*  of  Hebrew  word*  and 
phcaaet  rather  than  to  the  editonol  bccdom  of  wriien,  who  omilled,  added, 
•ad  kllnrtd  deluli  in  a  tource  before  them,  for  the  lake  of  producing  a 
(padal  iMpeeHion  of  Jeaui  at  the  Son  of  God  or  the  fulfiltee  <d  ancient 
ptnpheqr.  "We  do  not  often  tmA  xery  early  apocryphal  evangelittt,  and 
neiw  th«  cunooicU  one*,  deliberately  invcnilng  new  tiaditlont.  It  it 
(cacnllT  peaalble  U  detect,  even  now,  wme  buii  of  fact  or  ancient  tradition 
In  whu  appean  U  fint  sight  to  be  a  mere  fiction  i  and  it  is  a  muonahle 
inlmnc*  thai  If  we-had  h«for<  ut  all  the  '  n.^iiitive* '  of  the  '  many '  auth-in 
nmritwififl  hif  Luke,  and  all  the  written  iotctpiecations  of  Matthcw'i  Lo£ia 
hinded  down  by  thote  who,  at  Papias  tays,  '  interpreted  ihetn  each  lo  the 
bad  of  hia  ability,*  wc  thould  lind  the  paucity  of  invention  alniotl  equal  lo 
Ae  ■mjiiliirtr  of  accretion  "  (Dial.  jj]).  Thii  it  much  too  sirangly  put. 
b  ■  lo  pRM  matter*  too  far  if  we  undervalue  Ihe  invcnliveneu  of  Ihe 
pdadtiva  tmttlion,  and  miti  the  varied  mottt-es  which  ted  to  the  production 
o(  edlQrta(  airalogvea  within  the  ei-angelic  ItadiLioii.  We  have  no  busineu 
(aaMune  ibat  a  writer,  who  had  (tay)  Mark  or  tome  other  primitive  written 
■swot  bafatc  him.  ■'ould  not  feel  oainpaiatively  free  to  diverge  from  iu  exact 
tHBiBoloo,  to  tell  a  tlory  in  bit  own  way,  01  to  repioduc*  a  taying  in  the. 
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fight  of  hi*  own  rrllefou*  prvposwuSont.  Fuithnaiorc,  the  'lel«gna'* 
theoif — l)ul  ihe  primiiivc  eoipcl  w*s  vriilen  in  *n  elllpile,  can<lcTiM4 
ttylCi  wboK  KDibiguiiiei  ind  lircviry  cKpliin  the  Ittei  gosptlt— Cull  oftm 
to  tender  Ihe  primitive  »outc«  ln(elli|;ililr.  "  The  rcwit  of  rlimiBMiag 
kII  words  which  ue  not  tommon  to  all  the  evaneclul*  U  oncn  to  nkka 
the  oamlive  unintelligible  wilhoul  the  help  of  ontr  of  the  rilitiiic  Gospeli 
lo  thfow  light  on  il"  (Salmon,  Tit  Human  EhmtiU  in  li*  G*tft/i, 
p.  IS). 

{t)  Thtt  lBll«r  theory  is  not  tnconipnliblo  with  the  ncopution  of  HmIi  u 
prior  10  the  other  two  synoptiitt ;  u  It  matter  of  (kCI,  one  of  th*  mcu 
Matching  and  minute  itiiemenis  of  the  evidence  (or  Mirk'i  priority  b  ia  Or. 
Abboti't /)h>/.  3i4-}]o|wlih  tiblr,  541-544.  ofcorrrctlont  msd*  by  Ml.  Mid 
Lh.  on  Greek  leil  of  Mk. — the  luitcr  bclni;  reicirdcd  at  aCmli  •nni<m. 
'  with  a  Kood  many  erron,  oniiflalioni,  and  additions,*  of  the  Hebrew 
Ur'Evaneelium).  Even  Pllcidrret  [Urr,  il.  t84 T.  391  f.).  *lto  adhere*  to  « 
priniitive  Aiunalc  goapel-Hiuice,  admltt  thai  II  wu  &ra  uicd  by  Mark  aaioii| 
nig,ny  olhcia  (Lk  t'X  'hm  by  Luke  who  also  Bfnl  Mk. ;  ai  Mk.  and  Lk. 
teprctcnted  the  Gentile  Chriillu)  church,  while  the  orl|[inal  KOSprl  eantinwd 
to  be  ami  Independently  (with  legcnduy  Mpannont)  by  (he  raleMinlan  and 
Syrian  churciu'*,t  Mt.  wai  wrilim  to  fute  to^hn  both  the  GeMile  and 
Jewiih  ChHuian  tnidilioni.  One  of  Ihe  weakot  point*  in  thU  theory  li  ibt 
iMKiiiitj  of  luppodng  thai  all  the  dlicoune  and  narrsliTe  material  connnon 
U  Lk.  and  Ml.  lay  originally  In  Mark'*  bull,  the  Aramaic  coupe),  from  which 
it  wax  derived  by  theie  writcn  throush  the  incdlum  of  a  Greek  inulailon. 
A  tecrni  modilioatian  of  this  view.;  by  Scolt-MoncrielT,  slmiUrly  poMolMe* 
a  Foundallon-documenl  uieil  by  all  three  evan|[eli>l*,  bat  uiumci  It  muil  lia*4 
bwn  written  by  Mark  ;  Mi.  and  Lk.  uied  not  Mk.  but  thit  eailict  draft 
(pnctlcally  3 an  Ur.Marcu>)i  Mk.  'in  the  tnoic  literary  atmotphete'  ol 
Rome  reviled  hii  oriffinal  MS  fbued  on  Pdtine  tcminliccnoei)  and  pubUtbnt 
il  for  ihe  benefit  of  the  Roman  church. 

It  I*  the  cxtrava|[ant  claim*  nceadimally  maide  on  belialf  ri  Mk.  •■  a 
Pctrinc  Koipel  and  ai  free  fioin  leCDndaiy  elements,  which  have  led  10  a 
double  rcociion  not  only  iKoinit  the  Pctrinc  irulltlon  (tee  below  noder 
'Haik'}  bat  aKiinsl  Maik'i  priority  10  ^[Illlhew  (>a  eipecially  HtlK«(dcU, 
Badttam.  Belter,  and  Men,  after  Hug,  Keim,  and  many  othert).  The  taller 
theory  i»  inadequate,  even  with  the  lnsenioi»  modifiealloni  pnipMied  by  2»ha 
{IfifT.  m  54-56).  who,  following  (he  lead  of  Groiiui  and  Mlchaella,  place*  Ibe 
ofiginal  {Hebrew)  Matthew  prior  lo  Matk,  and  the  canonical  Gf»ek  Maultew 
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*  Cpi  Abbott  and  R<»hbrooke,  Tlu  Cemtnt  Tmltiitn  af  tlU  Symftit 
Ctlfitll  {t^4)-  P-  '*■'  '■  "  Il  1)1  pnuilile  that  for  wme  time  Ihe  CvaB(eIialc 
tecoidx  were  handed  down  not  In  writing,  bnt  by  meant  of  otil  Indilian, 
like  the  Miihna  of  the  Jew*.* 

t  Hence  Ihe  oTieln  of  the  apocryphal  goapelt,  eipemlly  the  Eoapel  aa^ 
*Bj9palsvt,  which  wai  a  collateral  branch  from  the  patent  tiera  of  the  MJciaaJ 
Aramaic  i^pcl. 

;  B.  Bonkamp  (^vr  Jfi<tiiit^/i'<'ii-/'ni^.  1909,  53f.),  on  the  other  hand, 
aeren  with  lhi,ite  wito  nuika  Mk.  a  compilation,  and  Ml.  and  Lk.  dcpcDdenl 
on  the  Aramaic  Ur^ctangclluca. 
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fu  •  tmulition  ot  the  Ut-Mnlitunia)  lubingucnt  to  Mark ;  Mirk,  in  thort, 
wmI  Uie  Uelwew  Mxilhew  uid  wai  in  turn  otnl  liy  the  Ctcck  Muihew. 

The  doctitncniarr  hypothesb  (cp.  HNT.  615  f.)  goes  back 
not  only  to  the  habiia  o\  Oriental  hlstoriogtajthy,  which 
permitted  a  writer  to  incorporate  a  source  liuratim  or  to  alter 
it  for  hn  special  purpose,  instead  of  revrriting  it,  but  to  ancient 
praxis  in  general.  "  Critical  investigation  into  the  sources  of  the 
indent  historians  lian  shown  be>-ond  a  <{Ut!Slion  that,  when  tticy 
«cre  dealing  with  times  not  within  their  own  memory,  they 
hindled  their  amhorities  according  to  methods  very  different 
from  those  pursued  in  modern  limos.  Not  only  materials,  but 
the  form  in  which  these  materials  were  worked  up,  were  taken 
from  piedeccxsors  usually  without  ncknowledgmeni,  and  clearly 
without  fear  of  any  charge  of  plagiarism"  (Hardy.  Piutartlfi 
Galia  and  Olho,  1890,  p.  xljv).  This  was  all  the  more  feasible 
b  the  case  of  a  book  like  Mark,  which  was  not  written  with  any 
literaiy  objecL  It  was  the  common  property  of  Christians,  and 
ndther  Matthew  nor  l.ulcc  had  any  scruple  in  adapting  it  at  a 
later  period.*  In  the  abstruse  problem  of  the  synoptic  embry- 
ology, the  Ur-M^rciis  and  Q  represent  the  work  of  artisans,  who 
compiled  and  wrote  the  raw  maierials,  which  the  artists,  i.e.  the 
■othors  of  the  canonical  gospels,  afterwards  worked  up  into 
ihaptt 

The  documentary  hypothesis  is  further  conoborated  by  the 
netbods  of  Tatian  in  compiling  his  Diaiessaron  during  the  last 
qoaiter  of  the  second  century.  An  examination  J  of  the 
stTMCtcre  of   this    harmony,  which   was    based    on    the   four 

*  Tbc  fiiaon  of  Mk.  vith  Q  and  oiha  loiucci  U  thown  by  ihc  prctenoe 
4t)wdMibleu(cp.  HS.  80-107).  Thew  ilo  not  InniiuMy  dcncile  diScicnt 
miroci  (ep>  Bkdhun'*  Farmalim  ef  Gtifeii\  ix  f.| :  itill  in  (he  muln  ihcy 
|«lal,  not  to  diBerent  oeaatoat  on  which  Fruii  utlcitd  the  lame  kind  of 
mvri,  bo:  10  rariaal  tradllionK  of  the  ume  «iyin|[  nt  deed. 

t  A  *ciy  mgrnit  nnaloKy  to  the  pioccuci  of  idcUialion,  Imlment  oT 
Ae  ■itacvloui,  uid  inltucnce  iif  Uicr  diurcb  icoclenciei  upon  the  iiodition, 
hu  been  ouitlocd  bj  Gudner  {Ew^ar.  Mwigutirt,  174  T.)  and  K.  B. 
Hiwnmooi  {l^fn  ff  Sentty  «f  Uiitarical  Thi^agf,  Oxford,  1907,  37f.)la 
te  Francinn  litcialilM. 

2  St*  A.  A.  Ilabton'*  Kholwly  ««By,  7%*  Dl^titarm  »f  Tatiaa  and  Ik* 
Sfntftk  FrtUtm  (Chicago,  iikm),  which  canfully  inveMiBaln  Ihe  eridenee 
<tbtded  bjr  Tston'i  nieiliod*  fur  the  docuincnuiy  th«oi]'  oi  ihc  synoptic 
IMptU  «>d  Ihdr  oiij^io.     The  relation  of  such  toflhod*  to  the  ducuniFnUiy 

iMlyibofihercntiicuchixdifouicd  by  C.  F.  Moot«ia/ff£.  ii,  aoi-iis, 
Md  LofltMMM  {ET.  xm.  SfrSf-l- 
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canonical  gospels,  reveals  the  practice  not  onlf  of  frcci; 
altering,  for  purposes  of  edification  and  greater  cleamcn  as 
well  as  for  the  sake  of  literary  effect,  the  order  of  words, 
8cntenc«t,  and  entire  paragraphs,  but  also  of  arranging  and 
fusing  materials  drawn  from  dilTetenl  sections  in  order  to 
present  a  continuous  and  full  account  All  this  is  consonant 
with  a  certain  scrupulous  fi<Jelily  on  the  p:irt  of  Tacian.  His 
work  shows,  e-g.,  a  comparative  absence  of  rewritten  or  omitted 
paragraphs.  The  beating  of  his  methods  of  composition  on 
those  of  the  synoptic  evangelists  lies  in  the  twofold  direction  of 
showing  (a)  how  earlier  Christian  sources  could  be  dealt  with  in 
a  fairly  free  fiwhion  by  later  writer*,  without  any  lack  of  reverence  ; 
and  (^)  how  alterations  by  a  later  author  do  not  re^juire  in  all 
coses  a  special  tendency,  but  merely  literary  habits,  in  order  to 
account  for  their  origin  and  extent.  The  former  consideration 
is  important.  If  I'aiian,  writing  after  the  idea  of  the  canon  hwl 
taken  shape,  could  compose  a  Dialcssaron  with  some  freedom 
from  the  four  gospels,  it  is  highly  probable  that  the  writers  of 
these  gospels,  prior  to  the  formation  of  the  canon,  would  exercise 
not  less  liberty  in  their  treatment  of  available  sources,  "which 
they  ne%-erthclcss  regarded  as  historically  trusiworthy,  and  whoK 
historical  testimony  they  endeavoured  substantially  to  pfcsore'* 
(Hobson,  p.  80).  The  second  {i)  inference  supports  what  has 
been  already  said  upon  the  need  of  eschewing  an  ultra-docu- 
mentary bias  in  the  xtudy  of  the  synoptic  prol;1cm.  One  of  the 
obstacles  raised  by  the  documentary  hypothesis  has  been  the 
inadequate  place  assigned  by  many  of  its  upholders  to  the  place 
and  function  of  oral  tradition  as  an  element  in  the  process  ;  and 
it  will  help  to  tender  that  hypothesis  more  tenable  and  attractive, 
if  it  is  shown  to  Include  such  a  reason  for  variation  as  titctmry 
habit  or  individual  idiosyncrasy.  In  a  semihterary  work  like 
one  of  the  early  Christian  gospels,  it  is  ariilicial  to  imagine  that 
the  author  had  some  conscious  ulterior  puriiose  in  every  change 
he  made.  Although  tendencies  may  be  visible  over  the  broad 
■uiface  of  bis  work,  and  although  the  general  purpose  of  his 
composition  may  be  plain,  this  doea  not  exclude  a  certain 
freedom  of  literary  choice,  an  artlessness,  and  the  play  of 
individual  fancy  and  taste.  No  theory  which  fails  to  allow  for 
■  tuch  an  element  is  true  to  the  facts  of  the  case.  On  the 
principles  alike  of  literary  criticism  and  of  common  sense,  this 
consideration  vindicates  itself  as  a  reasoiuble  criterion  in  tbe 


i 


I 
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cumifution  and  explanaiton  of  the  synoptic  variations,  and  il 
n  amply  borne  out  by  a  considerniion  of  the  phenomena 
pnKnted  by  the  [>iates<aron.  The  latter  sliowt  a  .lerics  of 
dWlKes  which  are  not  due  to  any  rigid  or  spcciRc  purpose. 
Ii  reflects,  as  the  tynipiic  rariations  in  Maiihew  and  Luke 
moit  in  all  fairness  be  held  to  rctlcci,  a  much  wider  variety  of 
noltres  underneath  such  alterations  than  is  yielded  by  any 
theory  which  would  determine  a  writer's  movements  simply  by 
lome  euUer  sources  and  some  controlling  tendency  of  bis  own 
niad  or  circle.  Conseriuently,  we  may  ai^ue,  the  failure  to 
•CGoitni  for  every  single  variation  in  the  synoptic  f;ospcl«  does 
nt  discredit  the  documentary  hypothesis,  except  when  the  latter 
B  staled  in  some  ultra  academic  form. 

Tbe  eariiest  traditions  extant  upon  the  origin  of  the  gospels, 
u.  tbe  fttgmcntary  remarks  of  John  the  presbyter  quoted  from 
Papias  by  Eusebius,  show  that  no  stereotyped  ofBctal  ^oiipcl  was 
known  to  the  memory  of  the  sub-apostotic  age.  The  litst  sha[K!B 
which  loom  out  in  the  mist  are  two  documents  roughly  corre- 
ipondirtg  to  the  gospels  of  Matk  and  Matthew.  What  is  their 
nature,  and  what  is  their  relation  to  tbe  documenury  hypothesis  f 
§  ».  ne  Pafias-lradiHoHs. — The  earliest  clue  furnished  by 
tiwlition  is  the  evidence  of  Papias,  bishop  of  Hicrapolis  in 
Phiy;^  durir>g  the  first  half  of  the  second  century.  The  two 
qgotatioRS  from  his  "Expositions  of  the  Lord's  .\<{yia,"  in  five 
vrfyfidiiftttm  (Eus.  ff.  E.  iiL  59.  15-17),  arc  very  brief,  and  we 
have  rx>  clue  to  their  oontext  Kvcn  the  dntc  of  this  [Exposition 
ii  unceittin.  As  Pa(nas  was  an  tpxaXoi  •ti-iip  to  Irenu;us,  and  as, 
on  the  other  hand,  he  looked  back  to  his  connection  with  the 
oaX  tradition  of  the  presbyters  as  an  old  episode  when  he 
composed  his  book,  the  date  of  that  volume  cannot  be  put 
much  eaiUetthanr.  a.0.  110.  If  the  Dc  Boor  fragment  {Tt/. 
V.  1.  p.  \^a),  which  makes  him  mention  people  who,  after  bring 
raised  from  tbe  dead  by  Jesus,  lived  till  the  age  of  Hadrian, 
is  really  a  tiuotalion,  the  date  would  have  to  be  carried 
down  at  least  arvoiher  decade;  but  il  is  not  a  (guotuiion,* 
and  the  Urminut  ad  qutm  for  this  writing's  composition  is  not 
than  c.   A.Ow    160.      It    may    be    dated    in    i4o(5)~i6o 


■r 


*  PMIp  Sidcic*,  who  pmcrtts  ihc  (|uoi>ilon,  wu  «i<r>p(in([  from  Eiuc> 
taiu  at  (hit  poiMi  lacl  thr  likelihood  ii  Ihal  he  miuk  ■  mistake  in  KRiilii]iiii|; 
10  l^fBBt  ■  BmilH  ren»ik  ol  Quadnitui  whicli  th*  hislotUD  hsppcni  l« 
KM.  A  W.  J.  a). 
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(Hamack),  i4&-t50  (Westcoll),   r30-i4o  (Llghtroot).  or  c  ii; 
fZahn).      As  he  got  hU  inTomiallon  from  John  the  piesbyler,^ 
when  he  was  gathering  materials  for  the  book,  the  date  of  tt 
latter  aulhorii/  Ik  curried  back  to  the  opening  of  the  kcoh 
century. 

For  diiCUHiont  of  Pufdu,  hii  dtlc,  aulhatiiici,  and  writing*,  cp.  c»p<«ull| 
Zahn  {SX.,  iS66,  649-696,  r867,  %3^H3,  Ada  Jaamtii,  pp.  din-duii,' 
C/C.  i.  a.  849f..  ii.  a.  7%al.\:  Weifftnbich.  Dit  Pafiifrafmfmtt  (1*78)1 
Llptlut(//>7:.iSS5,  t74r.|:  Hciltiftiiinn  (/!irr..  1880,64-77):  HaKeafeM 
{ZIVT.,  1875. 131-370.  tS86,  357-391):  w(ih  SK.  Ipp-  377'-)  uhI  Lighi- 
fool'i  invduBble  anictei  [Cm/.  Refimf,  1S67,  1S75I 1  Salmon  {DCB.  if. 
t8s-i90)i  Wwiooli  (Ca«*»  »/ AT.*  yp,  figf.):  Link  (iX.  1896.  435f)( 
lUnuck  C^C£.  iL  1.  pp.  3351.,  356  f):  Abbott  (£A*.  iu  lfi(>»f.): 
Coeti  oa  "  Pnpiiu  u.  Mine  <^urtlEn,"  in  SUi>Higt/tri<ltlt  J.  /AH^i.-JUiUr, 
Klasse  4.  k'iitigl.  iayr.  Aindtmie  d.  It'tij.  (1903)  ati7-3ii>;  Sebwirti 
ltM*r  dtm  Ttd  </ir  SokHd  ZtSciati,  BctUn,  1904,  pp.  tSf.),  and  EkclMfi) 
{ACL.  inf.). 

To  the  bearing  of  I'apias  upon  the  problem  of  the  apostle 
John's  residence  in  Asia  Minor  and  the  origin  of  the  Fourth 
gospel,  it  will  be  necessary  to  return  later  on.  Meantime,  we 
mu«t  look  at  his  evidence  \i\ym  the  tynoplic  gosjiels  of  hfark 
and  Matthew,  or,  at  any  rate,  upon  what  Papias  believed  to  be 
tbc  origin  of  these  canonical  scriptures. 


ytdflnai  Mir  ifii^ifft/rijt  Wrpov  iiw^ 
typa'ittr,  oi  lUrta  rtin,  ri  v*A  rsu 
o*T«    -tip    (Jiouair    T«0    Kvploe,    effrt 

/roifZro    rAi    JiJavioMai,    dXX'    oix 

ftnct  X&yiuf.  Qart  oiiiv  IjiULprtr 
Wiptot,  oAtwi  (ria  ypi^m  in  irffifij- 
^iwrtr.   iiii  yifi  twetiaatQ  wpimor, 


This    also    the    presbyter 
taid: 


'Maik.  who  wu"  Prtar'i 
pccter.t  utrnte  down  accilfUe^, 
though  not  in  order.:  ■U  <h>t  he 
iccollccifd  of  whal  Chri»  had  will  or 
donc.f  For  he  »ai  not  a  hcaiet  of 
Ihe  Lord,  nut  a  rollower  nf  hia;  he 
followed  fcler,  ai  I  have  uld,  at  a 
later  datc.ll  and  Pcler  adipted  hi* 
inttrucliont  to  pnctiotl  nmlt,  wilboM 
any  aitempt  to  (lie  i)ic  Loid'i ' 
qtvlematioUi}'.  So  that  Mark 
not  wronc  1"  >rlti)%  down 


■  ••  had  b«cn  "  wonU  give  Ihe  wnae  more  accuntely. 
t  9|or|inQ  (cp.  Selilatitt  In  ///-y.,  1S99,  Hi.  pp.  51  f.)t 
t  On  lh><  phraie,  tee  below. 
I  The  quoiaiion  from  the  prtsbyttt  maj'  end  bete,  the  rcM  (w  /  Mrvt  uti 
'jcIdk  P'l'iii'  repioiliiciion  of  itic  )irlB]lliv«  lt«dlcion. 

1  Nol,  aftci  having  followed  r«ul,  tnl  after  the  lifetime  of  Jesua. 


I 


PAPIAS 


fttf*rtai  n  tr  a>-ro(i. 

tylnS  Md|WiR    nplit  TBu  Mardaloi' 

t^ji  nirrr    J'    oJri    ^    4'   fvrarAi 

iMifTM, 


ihlne*  in  *h!*  »»y  Uita  memory,  for 
ha  one  concern  wu  neilhet  (a  omit 
nor  lo  falsify  anything  he  had  htatd.' 
Such  it  htpiM'  aixounl  of  Mark; 
this  is  what  he  Myi  about  Matthew: 
'S'l  then  Mallhcw  compoted  lh»  Lugia 
in  the  Hebrew  UitKuage,  and  every 
one  tntcipiFiRl  them  u  he  <ras  able.' 


As  ihesc  traditions  are  prescn-cd  by  Papias  Trotn  the 
presbyter  John,  and  as  they  go  bock  not  only  to  a  period 
previous  to  the  final  composition  of  the  ExfoiitinH,  but  apparently 
to  the  time  when  Papias  was  merely  collecting  oral  tatitnony, 
the  probleni  of  the  date  of  the  book  from  which  they  are  now 
dted  becomes  comparatively  insignificant.  These  explanations 
of  Mark  and  Malihew  mu.it  have  been  in  circulation  by  the 
end  of  the  first  century.  The  beginning  of  Ihc  second  century 
is  the  latest  period  at  which  wc  can  assume  they  came  to  Papias. 
Furthermore,  ibey  ace  not  inventions  of  hts  own.  Their 
authority  is  the  presbyter  John,  who  was  in  close  contact  with 
the  cycles  of  primitive  apostolic  tradition,  and  there  is  no  reaaon 
to  suppose  that  these  two  particular  traditions  suffered  accretion 
or  corruption  in  passing  through  the  channel  of  Pa(Has*  memory. 
Doubtless  they  were  exposed  to  the  atmosphere  of  sub-apostolic 
desre  to  connect  all  canonical  writings,  directly  or  tndiiectly, 
with  some  apostolic  authority,  but  the  atmosphere  did  not  create 
them.  Their  motive  ts  unambiguous.  By  the  time  thai  Papios 
wTMe,  if  not  much  earlier,  difficulties  were  evidently  fell  about 
the  differeiKei  in  the  four  gospels,  which  implies  that  they  had 
begun  to  be  read  together  or,  at  any  rate,  laid  side  by  side. 
Tbe  divergence,  t.^.,  between  Mark's  rof  i<  and  that  of  the  Fourth 
gospel  seems  to  have  occasioned  surprise.  Papias  writes  in  an 
explanatory  lone.  He  quotes  the  presbyter  in  order  to  defend 
Mark  against  a  certain  depreciation,  and  his  defence  pre- 
supposes thai  the  authoriiy  of  the  Fourth  gospel  was  so  strong 
in  certain  local  citclci  that  it  served  as  a  standard  for  estimaiinjf 
the  style  and  shape  of  earlier. 

A  further  point  urged  by  Papias  in  these  quotations  from  the 
presbyter  is  the  difference  of  language,  t     Both  the  Pctrinc  oral 

*  avmHaxt.  ihe  muni  ruOine  (preferred  by  Schtniti),  don  not  alter 
rht  Mtuc  tnalnUlly.  <boo|^  «vtripi.^vn  lihii|;B  oul  mora  cloirly  ilie  fact  that 
il  wB*  a  wtlilac. 

There  b  oImi  >a  implicit  side. reference  to  ihe  cnootic  circle  of  Da^ldes, 
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[(.■aching  and  the  Mstthican  book  of  the  Logia  were  in  Anm^ ; 
but  wliile  Mark's  gospel  I'ixmI  the  formec  in  Greek  ihajie,  the  Utter 
was  Tor  some  time  drculaicd  without  any  such  deiiiiilive  editing. 
It  is  implied  ihnl  Chiii  phase  of  things  was  past  by  the  time  not 
only  of  Papias  but  of  his  informant,  and  that  the  need  of  such 
independent  ofThand  translations  no  longd  existed.  Why,  wc  M 
can  only  conjecture,  for  no  furtlier  inrurmatton  from  I'apuu  Li  ■ 
extant.  But  the  obvioua  answer  is  that  some  definili^'e  receiuion 
of  the  Mallhiean  Logia  had  superseded  the  numerous  earlier 
Uanslfttions. 


The  Iruiiilaling  or  iolerprding  to  which  Papiu  illudei  oonnot  be  tx- 
pltlncil  {%o  Schlilttt  anil  Salincin,  Haman  f'Umrnl  in  lir  Ctr/vli,  17  f.)  U 
pucof  ihc  worihipof  thcchutctics.  In  ihcJevrUhi)iu£oeuolhe  \eaoa  frcifa 
llw  Hclirpw  tcripluiet,  rend  \iy  the  nbbi.  wu  followed  by  the  inlcfprtulion 
01  icndc'rine  of  it  intn  the  popular  tongue  ;  but  (h«  Ullct  IMk  fell  to  ■ 
'  meiuiEemLD.'  or  intcrpicler.  Even  though  tht  r»bbi  knew  both  longuigei. 
he  confined  hicnKlf  to  onr,  i.t.  lu  the  elder  ami  more  Mcrad  >ip(«<h.  Bxl 
ihe  UK  af  the  Matihxkn  Logia  to  which  Piplai  lUudci  wu  not  rtstticted 
la  Chriitian  wonhip  (q>.  CUD.  i.  jj  (.)■  He  U  Ihinkiag,  aa  the  conttil 
tboM,  atiout  wrllin^i.  and  ih*  pte*l^t«t'»  word*  clenole  ab»  indepcndeni, 
pratiiibly  ptunpbiuiic  veiiions  of  the  I^ia  mwle  for  catechetical  and 
Dliuionaiy  purpoKS.  ll  ii  impiobable,  thcrrfore.  although  pUiuible,  to  hoM 
that  Jfv>qrtim)t  a»  applied  to  Mark  and  iifii.1)ttvan  ai  ap|itic<I  to  the  Mrly 
Chfiilion  tcachen  or  minioriiiiict  who  used  the  Malihnn  wriiint.  denote 
Ihe  nmc  toit  of  work,  eiccpt  that  in  the  une  me  ihe  Inuiilaling  ot  m- 
tctpieling  followed  the  oral  Arxmaic  tcaehmi;  of  P«tri,  with  itk  tcmtniicenM* 
of  the  I^td't  woids  and  deeds,  while  in  the  other  the  htuii  of  the  inlciprc- 
lation  lay  in  Milthew't  written  Ararnaic  rrcord.  When  the  infonnaat  of 
PKpiu  leportt  thai  ' '  eveiy  one  tninilaled  [or  Inletpretcd  |  Ihe  Ixg;la  u  bol 
he  could,"  the  reference  must  include  variotu  Greek  teriioaa  (Rc*clt, 
Agr^Ka,  pp.  54  f.);  ii  cannot  uicui  himply  the  worthip  and  work  of  tb» 
ewly  Chiiatian  minion,  where  at  tint  any  one  who  used  the  Matllkxan 
oollcclian  liail  li>  j^te  s  Greek  equivalent  upon  his  own  renponuUlity  and 
from  hit  own  Ksources. 

Two  minor  poinii  of  tome  Importance  remain.  (■)  One  ii  (he  meannif 
of  »b  iiimt  r^i.  In  the  light  of  the  well-known  pun^e  (mm  Lucian  {Ji 
Oil.  anitrit.  16  f.),  rd(<i  tecmi  here  to  imply  not  order  or  1  iiiin  1  iililiiii  11 
in  the  modem  senie  of  the  lenn.  to  much  ai  the  irtiilic  arrangemcM  Mid 
effrctiTC  ptewnlDtlon  of  the  material*.  The  latm,  In  Ihelt  utuuJorncd  Ukd 
ailless  K<]ucnce,  are  irtitrtiiatii.  Set  tr  rd((i  they  «rt  ordeily,  binnotuoua. 
The  eritiduD  pancd  by  Papii*  on  Mark   lefen  to  the  Ryle,  then,  isihet 


I 


I 


who  claimed  tlai  Ihe  3iMetaX*i  of  tiM  latto  wai  Claukiu,  Ihe  inurpeetat  of  I 
Tetet  (Clem.  Sttvia,  7.  io6j.     I'a^upMnU  oul  that  the  tnic  Peliine  tmdillMi, | 
WDi  (i.Kiiefed  by  M>irk,  and  th>t<  inacead  of  being  a  Mciet  Labbala,  it  w»i 
publuhcd  b  a  fotpcl  (cp-  Schwuu,  1 1,  30  (.). 
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ihui  lo  the  cfaronolocic*!  Kqaence.*  \Vhit  Mark  wrole  down  wji>  thr 
4tg^i-iMi#>viViATB  or  rccollrcliont  of  Pcler,  wliicli  were  uin[ily  {|elt%'ercH  wpH 
Ht  x^Iai.  ■nd  ihe  liinuy  rsuli  wu  noi  a  IfTt/At,.  It  hid  not  rd{it  enough 
kt  Itmx.  A  limplc  record,  >b  cuci  and  coinfilclo  u  ponililr.  wu  what  ezm* 
(rea  Muk'i  pen,  jiut  fuch  nolo  u  mighc  lie  dcKtibed  under  Junin**  liilc  <d 
■poMolic  4ra»irq^><f»Mra.  When  >d{ii  it  lran«1atcd  'ordn,' thercTDrc,  the 
nhttncm  U  to  ' oiilcf llncM '  rather  than  10  hiMorlcal  tecjuenor.  ''Co  <}uc  t'on 
cnlcnd  pu  '  ordte '  n'cu  pu  Im  chronologrc  .  .  .  cVit  la  bonne  diitrilnjlion  del 
itUiii  "  (Loaty,  L  36}.  (f }  Don  Ihc  |>hruc  rd  \inui  loniii  the  urorki  and 
«onl«  of  Jetua,  a  prtcllcal  cc|Uivalcnl  lor  rb  iteyy^Xior  ?  Or  doe*  il  mem 
ftioMriljr  oiierancei?  The  rormer  vieir  has  been  Mtongljr  luppoiud.'t 
panicuUrly  hf  ih«pc  whn  detired  10  identiry  these  Aramaic  logia  u  dotely 
ai  poBible  with  (he  conlenii  of  (he  cuvoniul  Greek  Malihnr,  bul  the 
«cntcii,  together  with  the  liiitorical  probabililiei,  indicates  that  the  phrase 
bnc  oimu  tffata,  uilerancet  or  dltcourwt  or  i^imniandi  of  rhe  Lord.  Thcte 
Mjinp,  of  couric,  mtiU  have  included  often  a  piece  of  narro,tive.  Many  ol 
ibe  Lotd'i  moti  Mriklng  wordt  were  anociaieil  with  w>mr  ci-ent  or  incident. 
Whet)  they  wctc  plucked  from  ibe  toil  nf  the  Syfo^i  t^rtifii)  In  ihe  pilitililve 
indilioei,  tbej  would  come  up  with  tome  historical  details  of  time  and  place 
(BDpag  10  them,  like  earth  to  the  rooti  of  a  plaiu.  Tlic  frnjuent  exchani;e 
ef  qocMMn  Mid  wuwet  in  the  eitant  convermtiotu  of  Jenit  neccuilaic)  itoine 
cvnIeKt  <4  drcuoutancc*,!  *nd  Matthew'*  Koiipcl  more  than  once  uppeui  to 
NDOtd  an  Inckknt  ht  the  purpose  of  a  snyinE  which  It  iiiitaintd.  further- 
■ora,  in  hison  book,  the'EJihwi  ^ffT'o" 'v/Nsrw,  we  know  iJuit  PapUt 
bdoiM  tMDC  uoilc*  and  nuriiivct  of  Ihe  life  of  Jetu*,  lor  the  purposes  of 
tbopodUMi.  On  the  other  hand,  the  difTcrcnlitiion  of  rA  M^ia  rti  Kvpltv 
and  ti  itafrlftat  rvC  nanpev  tn  P^lyk.  PAil.  J,  telh  ai^init  the  identilicaiinn 
rf  Malihew't  ti  Xiyia  la  Papiai  with  «ny  warli  tlnillac  to  Mark  or  even 
Uatthew.  Papios  is  cenainly  lu  in  hii  use  of  the  term,  for,  in  the  Marmi 
*Mioe,  he  aecmt  to  dnciibr  Lndiffereotly  (he  kuhtuncc  of  Mark  as  M  ir^  7«[i 
X^tfTaf  4  )L>xMrra  4  v^x^'^o  ""I  "^  *vptattl  Xiiyai  or  ivpiant  Xi^is. 
Bat  Ihe  Mwlosyof  the  OT  prophets,  where  llU  nien/s  ef  Jirtmiah,  Hetta, 
ttc,  include  nanalive  at  uvll  at  uyingiund  tpeeche*,  bears  out  Ihe  view  ihai 
vUit  Ihc  Haittonn  Losiu  of  rapui  were  not  \  gospel 'naiiaiive,  ihcy  were 
Ml  %  men  ooUcctioa  of  layinp. 


A  fail-  exegesis  of  ihe  P.ipiax-lraditionx  forbids  us  then  to 
ioTer  thai  any  sharp  distinction  was  drawn  between  the  contents 
of  the  Marcan  gwpcl  and  thi:  writing  of  Matthew.  The  latter 
oould  not  have  been  coniincd  to  sayings,  any  more  than  could 
the  foroier,  or  any  similar  narrative  of  Jesus,  to  incidents  and 
deeds.  Tbe  distinction  intended  by  Papias  (if  not  by  bU 
informant)  vas  dntWQ  elsewhere.     Mark's  gospel  waa  evidently 

*  So,  after  Nordca,  Ccoaten  {GGA.,  1899,  pp  J17  f.]. 
t  From  VjtAx,  Daur,  and  Keim,  to  llilgenfctil,  Zahn,  and  Belter. 
X  Tliaa  ElneUns  {.H.  E.  iii.  145)  otjMnn  that  Matthew  and  John  alone 
have  Ml  ua  rur  t«w  ci^u  ita^^^^t  frtytrilfidra. 
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fell  by  many  to  be  incomplete,  as  oomparrd  with  Mstthcw, 
besides  bein^  diiorderly,  as  compared  with  John.  The  presbyter 
explains  the  icason  of  the  former  defect.  The  exigencies  of 
its  composition  prevtQied  Mark's  gwpel  from  giving  a  mn^ofct 
of  Ibe  Lord's  utterances ;  Maik  was  not  able  to  provide  thii. 
But  it  was  furnished  by  Matthew,  a  hearer  and  follower  of  the 
Lord.  He  composed  or  compiled  *&  Xoyio,  and  hts  account,  it  is 
implied,  was  adequate,  so  far  as  contents  went.  This  distinc- 
tion, tot^ther  with  that  of  the  language,  may  be  regarded  as 
uppermost  in  the  Papias- traditions.  . 

While  the  harvest  from  Papias  is  thus  scanty,  tt  is  not  unim- 
portanL  We  learn  that  there  had  been  an  .\nimaic  gospel- 
writing  by  Matthew,  which  Capias  at  any  rate  connected  some- 
how with  the  canonical  Matthew.  How  far  he  believed  the 
latter  lo  represent  a  version  of  it,  we  have  no  infofination. 
On  Mark,  again,  the  testimony  is  ampler.  It  is  uncertain  what 
was,  or  what  Papiaii  belicvcci  to  be,  the  relation  between  the 
canonical  gospel  of  Mark  and  this  Pettine  record  of  Mark, 
but  the  latter  was  not  composed,  apparently,  until  Mark  had 
ceased  to  be  Peter's  ipiijjvivr^  whether  owing  to  some  change 
of  circumstances  or  lo  Peter's  death,  The  latter  view  is  that 
of  Irenseus  {a/r.  Euseh.  //.  E.  v.  8.  3),  who  puts  t)ie  composi- 
tion of  Mark's  gospel  subsequent  to  the  decease  of  Peter,  but 
the  mist  which  shrouds  the  later  history  of  the  apostle  prevents 
us  from  checking  the  truth  of  this  remark,  and  another  tradition, 
vouched  for  in  two  different  ways  by  Clement  of  Alexandria 
{H.  E.  ii.  15.  3,  and  ri.  14.  d),  a.sscTts  that  Mark  wrote  when 
Peter  was  still  alive.*  The  unanimous  tradition  of  the  second 
and  third  centuries  upon  the  connection  of  Mark,  as  the  author 
of  the  gospel,  with  Peter  (cp.  Swele,  pp.  xviii  f,),  probably  u 
little  more  than  a  prolonged  echo  of  the  Papias-lradition,  com- 
bined with  inferences,  more  or  less  fictitious,  from  1  P  5*'. 
These  later  testimonies  add  tittle  or  nothing  of  independent 
historical  ratue  to  the  tradition  which  has  just  been  discussed, 
and  the  btter  must  now  be  set  side  by  side  with  the  canonical 
gospel.  It  is  only  after  an  examination  of  Mark  as  wc  have  it, 
that  it  is  possible  to  ascertain  bow  Ear  the  notice  preserved  by 
Papias  u  an  adequate  and  trustworthy  piece  of  criticism.    And 

*  TMi  b  evidcnlly  the  product  of  littet  rcflcciion  in  the  diutch.  Mimu- 
laMd  b]r  ■  doife  to  cliim  »pririiuKl  xilhortl)'  wid  a  IVltinc  gttaranl«e  for 
M>rk'>  nuntlve  (cp.  Schmrt*,  pp.  iS  L). 
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ihc  same  holds  true  of  Matthew.  The  results  upon  which  the 
lollowtng  sections  converge  may  be  outlined  at  this  point,  fi>r  the 
sake  oi  convcnicncr.  The  two  writings  mentioned  by  John  ihe 
fvcsbytcr  lie  at  the  back  of  Mk.  and  Mt.  fespcctivdy;  they 
ootrespond  to  the  Ur-Marcus  and  th«  Q  sourc«,*  which  the 
iitlenial  criticism  of  these  gospels  has  succeeded  in  feeling  if  not  in 
lading  bare  underneath  ttie  sintta  of  the  canonical  texts.  There 
are  insuperable  difficulties  in  the  way  either  of  rejecting  f  ilie 
Papias- tradition  or  of  identifying  the  two  writings  of  this  fmg- 
ment  with  the  canonical  Mark  and  Iktalthew,  and  the  solution  is 
to  suppose  that  the  foimet  represents  a  later  edition  {  of  the 
original  Mark  (which  resembled  a  K^pvy/M  Xlirpau),  while  the 
latter  represents  the  work  of  a  Jewish  Christian  writer,  with 
catholic  interests,  who  employed  in  his  work  not  only  Mk.  but 
the  Klatthxan  Logia.  Luke's  gospel,  like  Mattliew's,  draws  upon 
(poaoibly  a  diScrenl  tnct  oQ  the  Ur-Marcus  and  upon  Q  or  the 
loplMOurce  (probably  in  a  different  translation);  but,  unlike 
Matthew's,  it  embodies  subsidiary  sources,  one  of  which  at  least 
ranked  of  sudi  importance  that  the  author  more  than  once 
preferred  it  even  to  Mk.  and  Q. 

53.  Mar^  and  ih*  UrMarms. — The  relation  of  Mark  to 
Peter  is  described  in  the  Ojietiin);  words  of  the  Muratorian  frag- 
ment on  the  Canon,  ijitibuf  tamtn  inUr/uil  tt  Ua  ^suit.  If  fnititt 
a  taken  to  have  been  originally  ali^i/>us  (i.e.  certain  inddents  or 
episodes  in  the  life  ct  Jesus),  the  author  would  mean  that  although 
Mark  was  not  an  eye-witness  of  the  life  of  Jesus,  sliU  he  was 
present  at  one  or  two  occasions  in  it  {f^.  Mk  14"  ?).  But  fui/'us 
probably  referred  to  a  preceding  tolloquiu  Pilri,  and  the  sense 

*T1ie  ooauDon  diicoune -material  is  b«l  «ipUiaci)  m  due  la  ihe  uic  of 
snne  NCfa  soum.  A  miiiiI«i  llicrkiy  prulilcm  *ritr«  In  connection  with 
nattfcVs  snd  Tocitiu'  scccouiU  of  Galb*.  Hoe,  (00,  the  hj-polhnlt  of 
ttaolalc  iadependencc  a  prtcluclRl  hy  the  cloM  ngrtcmeatt,  anil  the  ■Itema- 
ixessn  to  lappOH  1)1111  Pluinicli  uwd  Tacitus,  or  10  conjcetuio  thM  Imth  bad 
itcoa  t«  *0CM  common  auihortiy  uicli  ai  tli«  elder  Pliny's  J/iittnts  at 

tOnlhreMViuJlhat  Itulcht  he  notnorelhanantnfcttncelliani  I  rj''", 
la  ill'infurincil  guest  which  Tapiiu  or  hU  informuit  nude  (cp.  *.^.  Leof*, 
Oil  4»/mttiimxti€ri(kU,  pp.  31  f.)- 

1 "  Eina  vrmulule  AuigBl«,  in  wekhci  dcr  ubciliefette  Tnt  ni?i)jti<:litt 
mpchtNtf  werfen  aoUie"  (Wdidlinc,  EniiirhHHf  .iis  Afa>itii-Et>gliHmi, 
p.  a).  "11  y  BOTH!  PlAlii'Mnri:  dunl  en  icmnir  nulrc  MCond  ffJUj-ilr  Mt 
ooniDe  otw  iMdkkni  qiie^ue  peu  itluuchee  "  (R^lle,  Jtaa  A  fi'a^rttk, 
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of  ibe  incomplete  conclusion  to  ibe  sentence  is  ibat  Mark  se; 
down  what  he  had  hcud  From  ['ct«r.  This  tallies  with  the 
earlier  evidence  nf  John  tlie  preiibyter,  as  reported  by  Papils, 
whethci  it  is  a  uieie  echo  or  nn  independent  coiiobouiion. 
Now  (he  canonical  Mark,  after  an  analysis  of  its  literary 
structure,  shows  distinct  traces  of  editorial  liOik  upon  a  source 
(sec  below  under  '  Mark ') ;  it  is  not  ibe  naive  transcript  or 
precipitate  of  oral  tradition,  but  anaii^ed  upon  a  de^niie, 
chronological  plan,  with  a  dcliniic  aim.  Upon  the  other  hand, 
the  materials  which  form  its  basix  show  a  distinctly  Palestinian 
and  even  Pctrine  colour.  "  Dass  der  dltcste  Evangelist  nicht 
dcrcrstc  Aufzeichner  isi.  sondcrn  bercits  Sammlei  und  Rcdaktor; 
diss  cr  nicht  mchr  bloiis  aus  der  freifliesseiiden  mundlichen 
Ueberliefcrung  schopft,  sondern  beivits  festgeformie  Ma'scn 
giuppii.-rt  und  mit  scinuoi  Missionarsgeiiit  durchdringt,  dai  tit 
ein  Ergebnis,  das  nichi  mehr  veiloicn  gchen  kann  "  (J.  Weiss, 
TH.,  190S,  133).  It  is  a  fair  hypothesis,  therefore,  to  identify 
not  the  canonical  Mk.  hut  the  rougher  notes  oi  the  Ur-Marcus 
with  the  source  to  which  the  Fapias-tradiiion  refers  (so,  e^., 
Schlciermacher,  Rcnan,  Scholten,  S.  Davidson,  VV'cndt,  von 
Sodcn).*  The  faa  that  the  canonical  gosjiel  was  based  on  thb 
Marcan  work  was  responsible  for  Mark's  name  being  atuched 
toil. 

Several  critks  (so,  e^.  Weisse,  Schenkel,  R<!ville)  hare  argued 
tliat  the  Ut-Marinis  must  have  been  {a)  larger  than  the  present 
Mk.,  since  Mt.  and  Lk.  repeatedly  agree  in  matter  which  Mk., 
telling  the  same  story,  ontits.     Unless,  as  is  improbable,  Lk. 
used  Mt.  01  vict  wrta,  or  unleis  the  coincidences  be  due  to  tho  ■ 
harmonising  tendencies  of  copyists,  these  common  additions  of   ' 
Ml  and  Lk.,  so  fat  as  they  are  not  trivial,  would  seem  to  show 
that  both  had  access  to  a  form  of  Mk.  fuller  th.m  the  canonical 
But  other  explanations  of  this  phenomenon  are  not  only  possible 
but  more  probable,  and  the  theory  involves  the  great  difficulty  of  I 
Btipposing  that  Mk.  deliberately  omitted  a  good  deal  of  available 
miiieiul.     It  is  much  more  likely  that  the   Ur-Marcus  was  (i) 
smaller  than  the  present  Mk.  (so,  tyg.,  P.  Evald,  Reuss,  J.  Weiss, 
von  Sodcn,  Wendling),  especially  when  the  Papias- tradition  o( 

*  The  Ut-Mucut  tbrary,  with  a  withoul  ■  nitteaet  10  the  Pspias- 
uwliiicn,  hi*  txtn  IicM  bjr  Citdnn,  Kcum,  Ko«ilin,  A.  K^vUlc,  Schnledvl, 
J.  \Veiu,  and  Luiij'.  It  ii  atily  cootiorcitcd  in  Bui kiu'i  Gfsft/  IHOMy  ami 
/h  7>mumiuum  (1906),  40!. 
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the  former  it  xccepled.  As  for  the  further  question,  whelhet 
Ht.  sttd  Lk.  used  the  shortL-r  Ur-Maiciu  or  the  canonical  MV. 
(ki  substantially  its  present  form),  the  evidence  tells  strongly  in 
favour  of  the  latter  view  (so,  e^.  Wcmlc,  VVdlhauscn,  Jiilichcr, 
Bu^itt,  Loisy).  Their  omissions  <:an  be  partly  accounted  for 
bf  tendency,  and  in  part  tliej-  do  not  need  to  be  accounted  for 
at  all.  In  several  instances  *  it  can  be  shown  that  they  Icncw 
putt  of  MIc.  which  they  omitted  {cp.  Badham's  proof  for  Luke 
uir.  Tii.  4S7-4S9). 

_  ii  bet,  that  both  Matthew  and  Lnket  omit  a  cntain  >mouat  of 
inamlal  la  Mk.  which,  tx  kjfelktii,  lay  before  them,  opcni  up  the  two 
■lieiiuiiva,  m.  (a)  ihal  the  omiadont  were  dcllbernie.  or  It)  that  web 
Hetioat,  tfaMgb  ntial  in  our  canonical  Mh.,  wti*  not  aililM)  tv  Mk.  until 
■Act  Itt  BK  bj  Ihc  Ui«f  tynopiUu.  On  the  Uiter  hypothesis,  the  tmouni 
of  nuticr  in  Mk.  which  ii  atitenl  from  Mt.  uid  Lk.  muM  have  been  adiled 
to  Mk.  aftn  Mt.  and  Lk.  had  tittd  it ;  or,  u  any  nte,  ihej'  tnutt  have  em- 
ptOTod  ■  copy  of  <be  Muean  louiec  difTerent  from  ihal  which  formed  the 
Mcleos  of  the  ononical  Mk.  In  other  wordt,  where  Ml.  and  Lk.  vjftt  in 
wnhthn  ■  Maican  picuiife  or,  more  Keneratl;r>  **  ae^'nit  Mk.,  the  Iult«r  U 
|ai  mill  d  not  to  have  lain  before  them,  unleis  adequiie  reason  can  be  |pt«n 
for  nich  oalirion*.  But  i*  a  literary  criterion  of  this  kind  abaolutely  islid? 
Sorely,  aooe  obdout  niMA  at  once  occur  to  the  mind.  For  one  Ihln|[,  It  Ii 
u  extremely  delicMe  and  haxardnui  lutk  for  i  modem,  Weitern  mind  to 
determine  the  ptecite  motives  which  may  have  induced  a  lutet  trynopiie 
*Tiier  lo  omit  o(  abbeerbie  a  aontoc  which  lay  before  him.  Even  although 
the  ooiinMiD  of  pcHBce*  like  Mk  4*»  7»*  S*"  ti"-"  i*"*  xi*^ 
and  14***'  may  be  difficult  to  explain,  it  would  be  baity  to  conclude  iliat 
aich  pusagei  did  oe4  Be  before  ML  and  Luke.  The  desire  to  be  u  full  a> 
pouible  may  bo  panted :  !i  it  natural  lo  »up|ioK  that  neither  would  wi>ih  1u 
IcBTC  out  BDjlhlns  of  vital  impoiUuice.  But,  aflet  mil.  a  writer  must  be 
allowed  some  freedom.  It  is  not  to  be  taken  Ibr  giinted  that  a  latei  wiiict 
of  (be  coapel  story  would  incurpotaic  wluucvet  lay  before  him  In  an  earlier 
ware*,  even  if  these  maierialt  were  ronsooant  with  his  special  purpose ; 
web  a  canon  of  crtlJciun,  which  ii  tacitly  asaumed  in  many  <|uartetti  lequites 
to  ba  seriously  revised  and  quali^ed.  Conipletcncn  would  a*  a  lulc  be  an 
nd  aad  object  with  the  wrilet  of  any  gospel  His  work  wu  to  circulate  by 
itBcIf  t  he  could  lately  If  «««i  pttauppote,  in  bis  audience,  acquaintance  «rith 
Oikcs  cvaoe^U'  witiinp  which  might  supplement  gaps  in  hitowDj  lodetd, 


'Oiteof  the  clearest  is  in  Luke's  change  (17*)  of  the  logion  preaerved 
in  Ml  it"*.  Luke  has  nothing  cuwajKiinl  ng  to  Mk  n't-n*  "-n*;  tal, 
ai  ibli  leiiaJioeBtc  ptoies,  be  knew  the  inddcDI  of  the  eutsinif  of  the 

tFsrtlienMm,  John  oceulonully  sides  in  such  dtcuRidtances  with  Mk., 
■  be  Mdes spun  <i>ui^  1S06  f.)  xith  Mk.  and  Mt.  against  Lnke'a  deviation* 
M  omiuioa*  {.I>iat.  isSi  („  1309 1,  1344,  1371  IT]0  f,). 

'3 


'94 


THE  HISTORICAL  LITERATURB 


in  th«  cue  of  Luke,  we  have  >  hUtoiian  wlicne  aim  wu  lo  wpenrde  tnxn> 
inferior  and  <l(rccli«e  icguicIk  in  circulation  (hroiighoiit  the  cburchci.  But 
complcleneu  of  fhii  kind  h  ilwiyi  lelalivc  lo  ihc  wiitcr't  uprcinl  aim,  and 
even  aput  ftiTOi  ihc  range  of  ihal  aiin  his  individual  tiule  would  be  sure  lo 
operate — lo  My  tiolhini;  of  con  aid  rial  ionx  of  »p*ci:  and  lymmelry.  Such  im- 
ptiestiont  let!  acBinfl  the  view  thai  Ml.  and  Lk.  muat  have  utcd  ■  ihortec 
form  of  Mark.  They  may  also  be  held  lo  diEpiove  ihe  view  that  Mark  did 
nol  uie  Q,  hut  (hia  conclusion  resti  upon  inilcpciiJenl  grounds  (cp,  g  51. 

§4.  MatlAatr's  gai/el  and  Q  {_  =  Mailhatan  Z«^ir).— The 
Style  and  contents  of  Matthew  show  that  it  is  neither  the 
translalion  of  an  Aramaic  souice  nor  composed  by  an  apostle. 
For  these  and  other  reasons  it  is  impossible  lo  identify  it 
with  a  translation  of  the  Logia-source  mentioned  by  ?apia». 
But  the  large  amount  of  discourse- material  which  Mt  has 
incoqx>[aied  with  Mk.  permits  the  identification  of  thix  special 
source  with  the  Matthican  Logia  of  Papias  {so  from  Schleier- 
macher  to  McGifTen,  Rurton,  Ailen,  I'ealte,  and  Slanlon).* 
This  explains,  more  satisfactorily  than  any  other  theory,  the 
traditional  authorship  of  the  gospel.  Matthew's  gospel  (avaT^fXtoc 
■oTa  MaTflaiof)  was  SO  cailed,  not  because  it  was  the  fint  to 
make  use  of  the  Matthxan  source,  but  because  it  embodied 
this  (rvKTofit  ruv  A^iiuf  with  special  thoroughness.  The  most 
notable  feature  in  its  composition  was  the  u.te  made  of  this 
source.  Matthew  was  too  obscure  an  aposlle  to  be  associated 
by  later  tradition  with  a  gospel,  unless  there  was  good  ground 
for  it ;  and,  as  he  cannot  have  written  the  canonical  gospel,  the 
natural  inference  is  that  he  was  responsible  for  the  primaiy 
logia-sourcc  which  characterised  it 

Thit  ii  more  uliifaciaiy  than  to  idenlily  [he  Lc^  of  M*tthew,  to  which 
Papiai  allude*,  with  a  fturilcgium  of  mcwianic  prouf-lexli  made  in  Hebrew 
by  Maiihew  the  lU'jcatherct  (Han,  Rxf.'',  July  1906,  7Sf. ;  Ihirkiii,  Tnmu 
miiiifH,  ii6f.  [  K.  Lake.  Krvirw  0/ Biol,  and  Phil.  JiL  4S3f.).  A  collection 
of  such  ttiiiuuma  woulil  nol  be  impcirianl  riiou(;h  either  lo  juilify  the  tradition 
or  lo  lend  Mallhew'i  name  10  a  2<»pcl  which  employed  them,  apart  altogciher 
ftom  the  fact  that  a  inidiuhic  aneodole  like  Ml  a  "'"  could  hardly  have 
foiiniyl  pail  of  a  toutce  emanallnj:  ftom  an  apostolic  eye-wilneii*,  and  lliat  rd 
XA>ia  could  not  denote  OT  eittaett/fr  si  (cp.  Stanton,  GUD.  iL  48). 

On  the  other  aide,  a  comparison  of  Mt  and  Uc.  shows  the 
common  use  of  a  discourse  source,  Q.    1'he  problem  is  to 

■  llarnack  \BJVT.  a.  148 f. )  only  admila  " a  ttronglMtanoe  of  pfobaMllly 
that  Q  is  Ihe  work  of  Matthew."  "  Krom  the  so-called  diarj^  lo  ihe 
apoKilcs  we  can  only  conclude  Ihal  behind  the  written  record  there  Mandi  Ihe 
menKiiy  of  on  apoiiolic  liitener."* 
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Q  with  the  Matthenn  I^o,  and  this  may  be  so1v«d 
identifying  the  latter  viih  the  substantial  nucleus  of  the 
'  former,  for  all  practical  piirixMcs,  ihcy  mny  be  considered  one 
and  the  saoie  source.  If  su,  ihit  lias  an  important  bearing  upon 
the  determination  of  Q  as  reproduced  in  Mt.  and  in  Lk.  (a) 
The  general  opinion  i»  that  the  tatter's  setting  of  the  Logia  is  in 
many,  perhaps  in  most,  cases  superior  to  Mt.'s.  Thb  may  well 
b^  from  the  historical  point  of  view,  but  Lk.'s  arrangement  of 
ihem  (e.g.  of  the  Lord's  I'rnyer)  need  not  represent  a  dose 
reproduction  of  them  as  they  lay  in  Q.  It  is  argued  that  Mt.  is 
DDore  likely  to  have  massed  the  sayings  together  than  Lk.  to  have 
broken  them  up,  but,  in  view  of  Lk.'s  dianutic  (as  distinguished 
Erotn  hbtoric)  framework,  this  argument  is  not  convincing  It 
is  a  good  working  hypothesis  that  the  grouping  of  the  Login  in  Q, 
as  distinguished  from  their  spirit  (which  Lk.,  for  all  his  greater 
nylittic  dunges,  has  kept  upon  the  whole  more  closely),  is 
preserved  substantially  in  Mt.  Where  IJc  differs  from  the 
Utter  in  his  arrangement  of  the  Logia.  and  where  that  arrange- 
ment is  historically  ralid  (which  is  not  the  case,  r.g.,  with  tj^'*'"), 
a  due  to  the  fact  that  he  found  the  ba&is  for  his  re  setting  in 
some  other  source,*  or  possibly  now  and  then  in  oral  tradition. 
Eltewbere,  the  Lucan  miie  in  sefHt  is  due  to  the  writer's 
imagination.  Ifi)  The  Q  source  must  also  have  been  more 
Jewish  Christian  in  character  than  Lk.'s  gospel  would  suggest. 
Ml  retained,  e^.,  the  'particularistic'  logia  for  archaic  reasons; 
he  was  more  conser%-ativc  in  the  use  of  his  source  than  Luke. 
Wberc  the  Ullcr  cither  omitted  or  modified,  Mt.  was  content  to 
preserve,  adding  broader  logia  of  his  own. 

The  i«(l»l  eoinckicncci  of  Mt.  ind  Lk.  d«  not  neccuarily  imply  ihni  ihty 
ued  ibe  aiBc  Gieck  reruon  of  the  Maiihirsii  Uigii.  Tianslxiiuiu  of  such 
mft^  would  Ineviubl^r  h*i-c  a  ipcal  deil  in  common ;  ihe  icope  for  miailonH 
is  Bcwrily  miricted  i  tnd  the  litem)'  idcntiiics  of  Ml.  and  Lk.  in  their 
ooaBonpaitssrcnplkalile  without  either  llie  hypot  hetli  ihi(  the  latter  uanl 
ttw  fanuer,  or  <«en  that  ttoih  had  ihc  same  Greek  rcceiuion  of  Q  before  them, 
fill  ■lininl  1 1  rill  inn  I  rf  rrn  Ir  rini;  \r\i  WdthauMin,  EihI.  36t.  )t  cortobonte 
the  view  that  tt>cy  ined  iliUcrcnl  vetiiioiu  of  Ihc  oiiginal  Aramaic;  4.t. 
Jit  ju-WsLk  6"-"  (where,  lo  the  latter  verse,  the  M>lth.-ean  nbt  »p4  linAr 

*  Tills  inphei  thdt  nine  of  Q's  logia  were  in  circulation  in  other  Cbtma — 
■  ticw  which  ii  dccidnlly  lo  bt  upheld  (ep.  pp.  205  f. ). 

t  llilort  not  meet  Ihe  full  data  of  ihcsc  paKogeito  argue  (llamack,  LoUyi 
KHX.,  19OT.  441 1. 1  that  the  changet  arc  due  tn  the  free  development  of  ihe 
'tMi'%  tkougbt  u  ckhDiUcd  ill  Ihc  contcicu 
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uid  th«  Lunn  «1  rraWpn  sArAt  gnbafk  Id  Ihc  AnunnlencbiMiiAi/JlMiif/WK 
*nd  4kf' JtmasASn),  Ml  S^sLk  6"  (whtie  WX«i«i  uid  oCrr^toam  up  Tkrianu 
oro^).  Ml  jj"=I.k  II" {cp.  Ne.t)c.  AT.  »v.  siS;  ZA'**'.,  1906,  a6o-l4il. 
niid  Mi  13"  =  Lk  it"  (wheic  Maiihc"-'*  mOi/Hatr  and  Lukc't  firt  A*iMr*- 
rii>  CO  b«ck  10  the  Amiiiaic  daihiu  xntl  taiiiti).  Sorncliinf*  lioih  vtnijoi 
(tprodooe  the  mine  enoi  (rf.  saXXui*  (or  TeXXi^  In  Mt  10"  •  14.  1^,  cp. 
WclltwuMn'*  nulcl  1  bul  ihii  ii  Ihe  eKeplion  {cp^  Kboit,  p.  l8t|. 

At  the  Mme  lime,  tliii  recognttbn  of  a  spedfic-illy  Mattha»n 
character  in  Q  docs  not  involve  the  abandon ni en t  (ho,  e^.,  ■ 
Burton,  Altcn)  of  the  latter  as  s  common  source  for  Ml.  and  Lk.  ' 
I.k.  possibly  knew  it  in  a  special  leccnxion;*  but  even  this 
hypothesis  is  not  necessary  in  ot<Jci  to  explain  tho  dilTcrcnces  of 
Idling  and  njiiiit  in  the  corresponding  LncAn  l.ogia.  'Ilie  first 
clue  for  the  reconstruction  of  Q  lies  in  the  common  materials 
of  Ml.  and  Lk.  But  this  implies  that  the  latter,  e^.,  could 
only  have  access  to  the  Q-sayings  in  their  Q-form,  that  both 
writen  reproduced  Q  almost  entirely,  and  that  practically  t 
nothing  which  is  only  preserved  in  one  or  the  other  originall/! 
belonged  to  Q.  None  of  these  assumptions  can  be  gnnted.' 
Furthermore,  the  analogy  of  Mk.  is  a  warning  against  over- 
prcdte  reconstructions  of  this  common  source  (cp.  Robinson's 
Study  oJGospttt,  91  f.,  and  Burkitt  inyrS,,  1907,  454  f.).  If  Mk.  f 
had  to  be  picked  out  of  Mt.  and  Lh.,  on  the  same  pnnciples  as' ■ 
Q,  many  of  its  most  striking  characteristics  would  be  awanting, 
t^.  II**-**.  "In  comparison  with  the  real  Mk.  it  would  be  a 
headless,  iirmless  torso."  'I'hese  considerations  do  not  int-alidate 
the  attempt  to  fa.  approximately  the  outlines  and  general.' 
characteristics  of  Q, — especially  when  we  accept  the  additional 
clue  to  its  oriitin  furnished  by  the  Pa piai -tradition, — but  they 
arc  a  check  upon  detailed  analyses  which  profess  to  regain  the 
exact  styli>iic  and  religiotu  chanicttmticx  of  a  source  which 
neither  writer  may  hare  preserved  in  its  entirely  and  which  both 
have  worked  over. 

If  the  formula  (nai  ty«-«ro  or«  iriXAim  i  'I^tfoCt  ktA.)^  which 
recurs  five  times  in  Mu  (7"  11'  ij**  19I  16'),  waa  taken  over 

*  A*  dUtlnct  from  ■  ipcciiil  trantUlion.  It  b  not  prt^ble  tlui  Ml*! 
Jrwi*h  Chrlillan  Idioiyncnsici  were  due  V»  >  limiUr  teeeiuiaii  of  (j,  whkk 
by  bt&rc  tdm,  thotigh  ibere  is  every  likelihood  tlut  ■  woik  like  Q  aould 
poa  thriigh  tlagei  of  aecntlon  {cp>  rfleldem.  /".I/.,  1907,  11^-139,  and 
Schotl^  knalyili  of  Mt  to,  Is  ZNW.,  1906,  i40-t50)L 

tThw  Hatiuck  {BNT.  il.   ]6f.,  iSj)  onJy  Klanits  ibt  pMabte  of 
niuilard.*ecd,  which  occur*  In  Uk.  \,f^\ 
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from  Q.  as  is  inherently  likely  (cp.  J/S.  165),  this  is  a  froli 
proof  that  the  tattrr  source — lo  br  as  ronn  goc« — approximntcd 
(o  Ibe  succe»iT«  nuutws  of  login  preserved  In  Mt.,  and  al»o  that 
they  were  connected  by  fragments  of  narrative.  Tlie  fivefold 
divisMn  was  not  uncommon  in  Jcwi«h  and  early  Christian 
literature,  and  Q  may  hare  been  compiled,  like  the  exposition 
of  Papiaa  (Bus.  //  E.  iii.  39],  in  five  parts.  The  following  list  of 
passages  may  be  uken  to  repri-«ent  approximately  the  Q-sourc^ 
as  h  can  be  felt  vibrating  in  Matthew : 

y^  (baptism  of  John,  etc  ;  strictly  sjjcaking.  introductory 
laying*  about  JesusX"  4*^'  {temptaiion),  y-"  '»■'^  »■*•■  *»*• 
tt^  fiir,  ya.  iMfc  H4T  (jcrmon),  8»-'»  (centurion  of 
Kaphamaum),  8**^  9*  10*  Tjaf..)  n.i*  «^  ,,•-«.  ii-is, 
■,-tt  i^lM*.  i*-i7.  n-».  un.  «nj.  MM  (group  of  parables),  15'*''*- 
»-M  |6>M«  n  I  ;>*-*'■  W-rr')  ,gi4.  i«.  ft*,  it-io.  »-»  to*-'*-  *■  so'*" 
„i4.ir.  tib.-i»  »ou  „Ma.  ii-i*  jjiw  (seven  woes),  14P*  >"■»  ■•-•^ 
v~n-  «»-M.  •fit  jg>-M-  (ai-M")  i6»**. 

The  passages  in  black  type  represent  for  the  most  part  the 
material  which  n  also  used  by  Luke  more  or  less  closely  {11 
and  25  containing  scattered  parallels);  passages  like  4'*'"  and 
ijiSA  came  from  a  messianic  flonlcgium.  Wc  have  hardly  any 
criteria  for  determining  how  far  any  pieces  of  Luke's  Sandergul 
shotild  be  added  to  this  list,  owing  to  the  greater  variety  of 
toujces  upon  which  he  drew.  But,  even  as  it  stands,  this 
outlifte  of  the  Ikfatthxan  Logia  is  botl)  coherent  and  diNtinclive. 
It  is  rwt  a  betecogcneous  mass  of  log;ia,  but  a  collection  moulded 
by  catechetical  and  homilciical  processes,  with  snyini^s  on  the 
Kingdom  grouped  together  for  the  purposes  of  edification  and 
apologetic,  strongly  marked  by  cschalologicat  traits,  and  shaped, 
more  than  once,  by  polemical  interests.  The  outstanding  features 
aic  Ibe  grouping  of  the  sayings  (which  is  not  simply  the  work  o( 
Ul's  editor)  and  the  emphatically  Jewish  Christian  cast  of  some 
lections. 

The  vuletj  Mid  tt>e  tviucinai  of  opinion  upon  the  eonlenlii  o(  Q  will  ba 
ctUcM  liom  a  gbnoc,  iint  oF  all,  ■!  eight  r»con>truetiantt  which  lim  M 
ttftoiatm^  Iht  atiihnc  ai  writ  u  (he  ennicnt"  of  (he  tourcc. 

(a)  Albert  RMlle  (//mi  da  Afaurtli.   L  pp.  199,  46^.470)  ^roupa  the 

'  TiMir  preienM  In  Q  U  due  either  to  the  conneciion  nf  the  bapllun  with 
tlic  le*ip<iii-in,  ut  lo  the  n«il  of  expUinitiB  tiil)ter|;u^l  rcfcteiicei  10  John. 

I  In  ibe  futKiwing  analym,  the  veiIuI  inlnutL'c  hare  bven  generally 
onltied.  fo>  (he  takt  of  (pace  and  elatneiL 
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nulttUIIfla  MVtnroM  UMni^monl:*  l\.)tht  new  law  Ml  S'-J^sLk  6~ 

II".  S*  14"  ■&".  I J"*  ifto-e**  11".  I^*  ii»^,  li»-»  16".  6"'  "^  M*-". 

6"  I  J*".  6"-" ;  (ii,  I  upwlolk  itiMruclioni,  Mt  9""*  I0»-"-  »■"=  U  I0»-  ••"■ '. 

6"8"i2^'  :i"-"  14"".  iT-io";  (iiL)in  dcfeneeof  ihekintdom.  Ml  II**" 
l(,n-M.nk-«D  |jH-»  »-».  I),  a.  ti-Sa  [^|[  ~M'>     hjd  -n-m    |git-u.  n-a    |jW 

6*^.  Il»'*»^«:  (lv.)p.r«blr*ofilieVlni;cjMn,  Mc  I3»*^  =  Lli  Iji^u'i  (».( 
member*  of  the  kin|:doni.  Ml  IS*""  »'",  »i»^  m'**-"  =  I.I(  i7»-»  is". 
IT-'lV'^jH-lmw.  Ml  J3'"=LU  ,,-■»■«■"■ '^•«.  I3»«»:  (viDibe 
coming  of  Ihc  lcin(!ilnm.  Ml  x,""-  "^  »•*'.  35  =  Lk  IT*-"- »»,  la"^,  I*"*.  ^ 
(1)  Bunct  (tee  below  under  '  Mallhew ')  further  propoKt  to  Hod  in  tM(  H 
wurce  [he  actunl  documenl  menlioncd  liy  Pipias.  "  ■  oomplele  Irolite  on  the 
tnchinc  of  ChrlM  cancemlni;  itie  new  kingdom  .  .  .  ■  manul  o(  the  new 
law  for  the  use  of  ihc  chu«h  bi  iBrge.''  but  ronfine*  hi*  invFiii|;atioiii»  to 
Ihe  noo-Mumn  mnlerialk  of  Ml.,  and  ditcoveri  Ihe  lulntiince  iif  the  LordS 
leachmt;  in  five  liooki :  vii.  (i.|  the  new  law  (Ml  5-7),  (ii.)  ihe  ruten  uf  Iha 
new  kiDgdoin  (Ml  to),  (iii.)  parablei  of  the  new  kingdom  (Ml  ■  J.  U),  (it.) 
relations  between  mcmlvn  uf  the  kingdom  (Ml  iS),  and  (v.)  thccooalngcf 
thekinclMt  24-35).  (.-)  Similarly  Buriont  lindi  ihc  Maiihioin  La(<a-Min«« 
[not  used  by  Lk.)in  Mt  j"-"  j*- M«- ■*■  >»■  "  "•  !►».  it-»  u.  «.i^  .i-o  gj^ 

11    I  |S-N    |1>-I.U-IWM    ijM. 
16"'"      IT***"      iS*-  "''  '*■  '*'"'  "^      19'*'"  '     jo''" 

,,ii.i>.  >-<iM  3]i-i>  ]j>'L  i.n-ui  it-tL  tL  a.  a  2^»-it- 1'  iji'ii*-  Ui  i*^  afi"^. 
l>fi  Wernk  {Syiie/n.  Frajp,  pp.  U4f.)  rabmll)  a  detailed  ouilln«:  (a\ 
hir,toricjnniroduciionMl3'"=Lk  J'*"*-,  Mt  4»-"-Lk  4*"":  (*>nik*fcw 
ChriMuniaiid  misninnariM,  Ml  J»-*  j'"*  l3'**  =  Lk  fi*^  II"  la*"  16"*, 
Ml  8*"  =  l.k  7»-"'  ij»*.  Ml  S"-*  9"-"  i(^"-»»*»«  ii»M«  ijX-Wa 
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Lk  9""  lo'*  *■-•■:  (f)  iayinga  of  a  mote  paleiaical  nature.  Ml  ll*-"  = 
Lk  7"-"  16",  Ml  ij'>"  =  Lk  li"-"  ii«  Ml  i3»»=Lk  ii»^"-»". 
Mt  3j'*  =  l.k  II**  13"'":  and  (ifl  intiructlons  (or  the  Chritliui  life, 
opecUlly  in  view  of  the  lecond  advent.  Ml  6^"  7'"  =  U  1 1'"*  •  *,  Mt  fi** 
=  Lk  ii»«  II**"  16".  Mt  ij^-^-^sLk  IJ'»-".  Ml  lo^-sLlc  I3*-"- 
u-a^a-n  Mt  t8''"-'"=Lk  is'»  17'*.  Ml  33''*  =  Lk  iV*"",  Ml  34*"- 
»'*  =  Lk  I7»"u»-",  Ml  JS'*"  =  Lk  t9"-''.  (*)  Von  Soden,  comideriit 
the  Lucan  iiailition  Ihc  more  »ri[;i'ial  X  of  the  t«o.  pculuUtoi  a  tytltnUic 
ciillrctlon  of  taylniri  jpouped  ai  followi : — («)  the  apporanoe  and  reoeplkxi  ef 
Jetiu,  including  (i.)  wordi  on  tight  mutual  conduct  (Lk  6*-7'.  cp.  Ht  %-^^\ 
(ii.)  the  Genlile  renlurion  l7*^»sMt  lt*->*l,  and  ()!(.>  ihc  J««Wl  b^)UM 
(7>»«=Mi  ii*-'")!  (£)uyin|[>on  (i.|  olTen of  diuipleship (s^-^^Ml 8»*|, 
(ij.)lhc  vocation  of  d.  (io'*'  =  Mt  lo'"  ii"'"'),  (iii)  and  the  prajrcn  ofd. 
(ii''»=Mt  6»^"7'*");  (r)  uiyinjpi  on  advenari^t.  including  (I.)  the  calnmnlM 
otiheI'hari«e««(it""=>Mi  n" »"-«■»*  ft'*),  (u.) thecondemiMticMof 
the  Duiiie«i  (ii'^sMt  33),  and  (iii.)  behaviour  t<nniidt  iiuch oppofmu* 
(ia>-"sMl  IG^"  IX"  10"^);  (lO  iayini^  on  the  world,  Includifig  |i.)  th« 

'  He  adilt  a  Inr  tocia  Kalltred  thtuughoui  the  Marcaa  fiaoiewoclE,  «^  ■ 
8»n»,jU,M  ,5i».i.,nd  ,6M.  » 

t  l(u  document  i>  printed  in  full  anddiKuMcd  iniletall  (pp.  13 1,  361 1) 
b^  It.  B.  Shatman  In  Tht  Ttaihing  ^Jtmi  attut  lit  f'm/urt  (Chicago,  1909). 
(So,  f,^.,  Wiighiuid  Kolunion(.{'/aH^ ^C^/V/t,  770. 
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•Uilade  or diidple*  tonrdi  vorldlr  possnaiont  (ii*^  Jntrodaeed  by  ta^^ 
=  Mi  6"^f,  |ii.)<l)enpcricncrt  of  diiciptn  in  Ihe  woHd  (ta**  =  Mi  a^*** 
,ji-w  tc^»*  i6»  ^),  and  (Hi.)  ^ign*  erf  (h«  eomine  sion.i  «nd  fin»18 
(t3^****"  =  Mt  Ji"  1J*''*J:  wiih  lr|oincfuofihecndin(i.)dcnunduion 
(r3»»««.Ml  I™  JS'"'  I*^  «'"■  19"  »J"*).  (ii.)  mrningB  for  di«ipl« 
(i«»"t^l'^  IS*-'  i7'-*  =  Ml  sj*"'tci"'>  i8»-"- "■•".),  ,nd  (ill.)  wotdt  i>n 
Ibewdof  the  wotId(i7"-'>  =  Mt  n).  (/)  Sumon  (C/ZA  H.  7o(.)DUIImn 
AacontcMtof  ihcKiurco  thiiii:  iislicring  in  ofniinitlry  of  ChTist  =  pic)tchin|> 
i/B^Mut  (Lk  J*-'*-  '«^"=Mi  i"-'").  Upiisro  of  Jeius  (LI.  3"-"=  Ml 
J^ '•■'^.  WnipWion  of  Jesui  (Lk  4''*=Mi  4'"*)!  fin'  »(»««  in  preaching 
«f  KO*p«|Bdiicounc<>n  lulnuf  die  kingilmn  (Lk6"*''),  ceniutiun  (Ll(7'''*s 
Ml  8M"»).  John  «nd  Jtsus  (Lk  7"^»"-"=Ml  ii»-"-*»)!  cxienslon  ol 
pvptlalolu  of  Jmit  (Lk  S'  =  M(  9"),  wamings  to  aipiranls  (Lk  9"-**= 
Hi  S^^K  wylng  on  bitrvni  (Lie  irfT^Ml  o"*),  dlftciiont  to  |»e«dien 
{Ul  irf-"=Mt  lu**-"*");  tejectionand  rcMplion  of  divine  truth  =  Woe  of 
U  w»»-»(Mt  ii"-»i,  thanksgiving  of  Lk  io"»  (Ml  il»«).  btaUlude  of 
IM  10**  (Mt  13""")!  iiutiuctiun  <jn  |>rayet=  Lord's  prayer  (Lk  11*^3 
Utd*-").  on  earonuicu  (Lk  li*'"  =  Ml  7'""J:  Jcmt  and  his  opponcnua 
liwyer  (Lk  io»"=Mi  sl»^),  aecuaiion  of  Lk  n"i»- «-»  (Mt  !>»-«), 
■ring  of  Lk  ll»^"(Mt  IJ»*).  demand  for  sign  (Lk  ll'*»«=Ml  !»**), 
«a  knp  of  body  (Lk  ll*'-''  =  Mt  fi*"),  dcnunciniion  of  Lk  ii**";  exborta- 
ikn»  10  ilitdplM=oc«ireHing  Chrisi  (Lk  11*-"=  Mi  lo^"  is"),  Uun  in 
rmidcMc  (Lk  ia»"=Mi  6»»«. '»-»').  watching  (Lk  ti»«=Ml  34»*), 
|«i«laiae  (lA  ia*^  =  Mt  24'"').  thomughnoi  (Lk  ii"*  i4"-«'= 
U\  aef^i,  t«ro  ptnUct  of  Lk  ij*-"  (Ml  ij"").  olfcnccs  (U  17'-'  = 
Mt  l8M-*M^  power  of  faith  (Lk  t7"=Mt  17**)!  doom  of  Jer.ualem, 
«c.»Llt  I3f^  (Ml  »3''")  luid  Lk  Ij"*  (Ml  J4"»  "■*').  tf)  Barth 
Ifot/.  xi5f.)iliTidMtii*  nyingi'Souioe  into  fivetectiona :  iiirni~iMtliMi=joha 
lk  Baptui  and  hit  preaching  (Ul  3'-"cic.),  bapiltm  and  tempulinn  of  Jctut 
IMt4*'"ctc.),  ippmnnccof  Jeiusin  Giililce(Mt4'*'"Mt)  \  Jtiuf  putaekittg 
m /fa  J.^<ifc«  =  nghi<oi>.nTO  (Ml  5>-'*  "»* "-*  6"*  *»  ;'*  "■  "■"■  "■"= 
Lk  6»^J,  rwoncLlialion  (Mt  s»»=Lk  13»"),  prayer  (Ml  6'->»  7^»  =  Lk 
il>-»).  riches  (Mte^-^sU  !»■*  le"*).  eWldlikcntt.  (Ml  l8'*"»eic)j 
tg^mil  tkt  mni/*i=iaeit»fit  of  Baptill  (Ml  ■■''■*=Lk  7'^,  Bcdicbub 
mjiBffi  (Ml  13"»*"^).  on  dgn*  (Ml  i»»*'  =  Lk  ii"*),  against  the 
FkuiMCt  (Ml  33**  etc.),  pwmble  of  liai  sheep  (Mt  l8"''»=Lk  15*'), 
revelation  (Ml  ll»-«'  =  Lk  lO""),  parable  of  sower  (Mt  i3'-'*>  >*■»  ew.), 
*ot  (Mt  ii''»'  =  Lk  io'»->*),  wail  over  JcniMlem  (Ml  S3'''»=Lk  (j***), 
(HkUc  offaut  (Ml  )3'-"=Lk  t4i*'>'):  rd//i'<i^^t/ii<->>v!ri  =  K>phaniiiim- 
««U»io«i(Ml8»-'*=I-k7'-'').  fc1icitMii<mor.liv.ip!«|Mt  i3'*"  =  Lk  lo"^*'), 
Ihmupirinli  (Ml  8'»*  =  Lk  s^"*),  coiimcU  (o  diiclplM  (Ml  io"-"=Lk 
I4*''|,  dl«iple»  as  light  (Ml  S"^"  6**  'Ic  f.  diicjplci  on  mil  (Ml  S"eK.), 
■ilMioaofdiacifilc»(Ml  io>-"  etc.),  prnmlu:  of  divine  help  (Mt  Ioi*-*=Lk 
l^-).  iittati  (Ul  lOW^^Lk  II-").  ofTcncei  (Ml  iS*-**"  elc).  Uih 
IHl  17*  ««-)i  *«l  Md  leaven  (Ml  13""  elc);  /*(/i(/*r«  =  reieeiion  of 
onoRby  dlidple*  (Ml  j"^"-""  etc),  on  loyally  (Mt  t*""  etc.), 
Mddcn  ttnning  oJ  Son  of  man  (Ml  J4'""  =  Lk  17*"),  u»c  of  talent* 
(Ml  J5»**  =  Lk  19""),  .pe«h  on  PimoMa  (Mt  J4"*  CK.I.  Finally  (*), 
Atl«a'i  {.l/«ff<l#w,  pp.  Iviif.)  analytia  ol  the  Malilucui  Lo(ia  ("a  ootlcclioo 
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■nd  panbln").  h«aed  on  Mi  like  thni  of  Birnn,  includca :— s"""  »■"■  "■• 

(l-S  -l-n   gll'll  qll>-  n-a    li^''*  »    lO****'  i>">>  in  ul>  "auuIMU    ||I->  Ifi  iMMl> 


i<n.  n-M  ici»ik  ■• 


IS" 


ID  tBli  dHki    ,2*-1I    ,]»-U|bM  anauUr  IuUH  oMui    ,  jII-II.  W-M.  . 

IB  (till  untci  xii'i-"''  ■■''''  *°i^  "-"-  **-*■  iii'i^  "'■■>  "-■m  }()»->•  n, 

Wlih  these  eighl   oullinet  cieht  olhets,  which  enter  tnto  lalher  doxf 
|«nlld  deUilt,  may  be  com pn ted. 


Mt  3'-" 


{•)  O.  HOLrtMANS  {Letta  Jan.  Eng-  If-  pp.  ISt). 


ff-«< 


Lit  j'*  "'■    4'"    6"*'       7?-'"        ;i»-ii    g*l*     io«-M  io>lt      i|i-» 


l^  1  ,k-ii.'w-*i  1^ 


Ml.  13I 


iD-M    .IM.  ■). 


Lkij 


iPBTKir 


H"-« 


|]IW-H     1 2I-I.  B-Il.  Bl.~ 


Ti»      I)""!?     14"  18"     H*^""!?^ 


aa'-"      10™     18*" 
7s« 


Ml   6"   ii"*    s»    i87     igimi-    i7»  a4" 


Lk"t6"    i6''~>6i<    J7"^i7«-" 


IT"-   17- 


>9 


ig- 
it-M'  a,A 


(i)  Harmack  (K.vr.  i>7r.,  95}r.,  Ch.  taut  vtil  diBeiusion).* 


.1.4.  •■  ti-u 
tjf^-XTwr-^nr-ftFJTB^B 


j»-ai  A< 


Ml  n>»^»  71*1- +  ia»  7».»««   7*+  8»->*»   tt»-n    ,,>«.>   ,aT 


Lk"  6*      €•>■•* 


6-^       7'' 


7'"*    7*'-"     9'i'>'" 


Mt  8*"     <f-^  iQii.    tpiiu    ipiift    ,oi»   ,  ,ii-«_  ,o«    , ,»' 
tk"^-*   lo"       iG^      10"      io»     10""  lo"**    io«    lo*' 

Muj*  »•■■■•**■'**    Id**    la"      6**     «'»■••    a4«* 


I 
I 


U  I  |i 


Ml    $»*    ij"-"     ?»■»     8"''  si»-»  Ji"    10"    i<^     s 
r  i.-ri«:«- .-.iCB— .\*i .--■-■    .  jts— .  .11—.  -""i^^timi 


u^n^*- 


Lk  ,a'»"i3iW""i3«       ij»-"    ij*"-" 

Ui   (?•   ii"*-"     s"     !"    iS*    le"-""    i7»*   a4»-».p-«» ^. 

MUS"    '9* 
U  19"   aa*" 

M  Vi'SI.LIIADMtM. 


Ml  3*-**  4'-''    S'** 


6'M*    7' 


Uj'-*   4'»  6** "■*" 7,»3r-6a«",l»u 


7'-"    «•■■"      7»* 


*  Specul  oriliciitn  of  thii  lecomUuction  L7  Buikill  i/TS. ,  I907i  4S4-4S9)  I 
Wtndbch  12(^7:.  190S.  l»I'>i  Enund  (£7.  lii.  I97f.,  3jS(.h  Md 
W.  C  Allea  (jr.  «.  44S-*49l> 
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(M'-"      JJ" 


*4'' 


as'**) 


Ek~i9»=^  ui^*   IM***'  ii"*~i?»"  i;**  n»^    19"*) 
(^  Rokhrich: 


-5-1 


,1-1* 


gl-a.l>-»  ^»M>Mi  |<^IILM-U 


7 


12 


B-K  Il>a.  M  V4> 


U  i7«  w" T*^ 


«ii'Jt  iqII-u-  u-n 


»;^"js'^(i;*) 


Ui  »a'»«      aj'" 


»*' 


M-iLn-4i.»« 


2ci-u    atM^t-  n-« 


(19'**) 


I  jl»M.  n.  M->.  ■   ,jlt-«.<MI 


{()  Wkndt. 


Mta*-"  Wfpt)         8^" 


11' 


II"P*ti:b    6**  16'*"     7^^'^'      p" 


•31 


16' 


10' 


th  io»^  la"    6*"   34' 
U  ia'"6" 


ii»^i   n>»,3i»-iT    gMiyi-u    gjx.  »tnt  ,6<  fior,  ,ji< 


Tca 


;i^ 


,,«^«ft«- 


II" 


ti' 


a^~ 


,jJH*     ,3. 


,jia   n^t^jii 


,j4H.    ,4*»,j«i 


Ml  13" 
DTTj 


t*J*  r^ll-t* 


gllL    „1-M  jjW-M  ,,ll 


ifiWS** 


U  19"-"  13"*     I6"^»  IS*-"      17'-*  15"      IT**-'-"       IT**"  18*^ 

itt  ai*      st*«    19*  s"»  J* 

tkl^-"  at***    4'**5*i9''*    19""**    aoMa'j''*"*' "-»■»■     

Hl^P^*      ijH     ijltmC-W     |344-«.W     ifilt-U     |^t4-W     iS"*-"  19"-M  JqI-W 

U 

M,  aj>-B  ,^^ 

U 

(/)  Hawkins  (^T,  lorf.V 

ji-ik  tL  i-i<.  n-v 


14" 


»3" 


"uiTT^i  i5*"'"" 


Mi   «»• 


ll"l3»*«    11"*   I^ 


H,      gU-U  1»J(  ^«        igl.  ■>.  I*.  Il-U.  U-Ifc  W-Sk.  »H  « 


•i4Li^ 


'  1^*       i?  f^tfcTClSl  WTiTi-^W  - 


-JH.! 


a  --jWli  IM  ,61*  jll-»  ,^t-«  ,o»l-ta 


IjMMI 


TaranrBTBa 


Ml  12"*' 


UAM 


ij" 


is"     it*       iP»n«.i«.a-«       i9» 


l?«nj»«"    6»     IT**    ir'  is**T  ,jW     ai*"!* 
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j^X  3ji.  it'K  K  a-n.  »■■.  M-M 


Lkii"  14"  II 


Trrnnj. « < 


.•f-ak  n-ti.  ««• 


Ml  V-"     3"       *' 


Lk  j'»      3^" 
Ml  (6»"«') 


irnr 


(rt  J.  w«is9  (j,vr.»  1906). 

II      e>^^  '*■  "'  "'  '*'  '**** 


(6Kt)     61" 


iw" 


6'« 


Ml 


CT 


g»l-J 


l^T" 


10- 


.  IBt.  lU.  Il-U.  UL  U-Ilk.  1I»t  M-: 


i'll»  M** 


sn- 


mii 


;ii' 


Aft  I  jt«  11.  N'lK  u-n  I  jii.  s-M.  fi-M,  Nl  n  m-m.  (!••■> 

Lk    7"-*-*    to"'."-''    .|i*t 

Ml  iff'*  * "  »!**■'       *»'■" 

Ml 


,»JI   ..M-H 


is"  17**      is*  ■"■       14 


Wa 


I  ,it-n.  •!■«( 


II' 


1-m 


(i)  B.  Wriss  (QMOrn  d.  Sym.  VtbtriUftrung,  pp.  1-96,  GiMk  text  and 

dlscuision). 


I 


mr 


Mi3>»     3 

Ml  ii»-i*g-Bt.    )3i^» 


,i-u     8" 


"JTil     jiFii     jii-M(ij 


i»"     7»i 


8M« 


1X7*"  gCTinrB    gin.    Vo<-n  m 

Ml  i7'-»*m     8'«-«     ti«''     10^     lo"' 


6**    *»- 
ij**    io'-»-HB    nimw     le"-")*    lo"*-!* 


Lk   9»«w   />■*    10'       10*^ 

gW  _|J*"    t 

,|itf.      ii>*-*ii  • 


Ml   ««■  f-^ 
Lkii>'" 


Ml  ij"*-  7 


itti 


n 


to"'     lo" 
i8'» 


_»3" 


LkTjS 

Lk  iS**l*« 


u' 


BT 


»    a4'*n 


II'"-  J*"    i8«- 


i6"-" 


>?' 


TI 


Jl 


7H 


n   a,i 


19*^ 


»»■ 


If  Q  wu  a  gospel,  Lt.  an  attempt  to  present  noubto  sayingi 
^f  Jctus  in  a  biognphical  ouOine  of  hix  life,  the  inclunon  of  John 
■he  Baptist  preaching  is  as  inlelligible  at  the  beginning  as  the 
omission  of  the  pa&sion-Btory  at  the  end  is  an  intelligible. 
Funhermore,  when  it  is  identified  with  the  Matthzan  Logia 
(or  with  some  form  of  these),  it  is  not  easy  to  understand 
how  it  could  have  been  a  nanaiit-e  of  the  life  of  Jesus,  since 
Luke(i'^)  implies  thai  no  such  nsriative  was  drawn  up  by  an 
cfC'Witness.    Fimlly,  if  Q  is  assumed  to  hare  ended  without 
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^P  107  account  of  the  death  or  resurrection,  it  can  hardty  have  hecn 
B  composed  v«ry  soon  after  the  resuneclion  (K.  Lalcc,  Exp.^  vii. 
494-507).*  It  is  difficult  to  suppose  that  at  any  time  between 
JO  and  50  A.D.  the  death  and  rducreciion  of  Jeaus  were  so  un- 
tmpoftani  to  Christians,  in  view  of  the  spcedjr  return  of  Messiah, 
that  a  goepel  could  be  written  which  ignored  iheni.  These 
diRicultics  do  not  compel  the  introduction  of  a  passion-narrative 
into  Q,  much  less  its  relegation   to  the  lifetime  of  Jesus,  but 

»they  reinforce  the  hypothesis  that  ic  was  not  a  gospel  at  alL 
When  the  Matthsan  Logia  are  identified  with  Q,  the  date 
of  tbe  latter  (at  any  rate  in  its  original  form)  b  not  Inter  than  the 
Kventb  decade  of  the  first  century ;  so  far  as  the  internal 
endeiKC  goes,  it  may  even  fall  within  the  sixth.  It  is  thus  an 
apo«io(ic  Aramaic  treatise  which  ha.<t  every  likelihood  of  having 
been  composed  prior  not  only  to  Mark,  but  to  the  Ur- Marcus;  it 
rtflecis  the  faith  and  mission  and  sufTcring*  of  the  primitive 
I  Jewish  Chriitian  church  of  Palestine,  long  before  the  criiia  of 

^B     70  *.Dl  began  to  loom  on  the  hori2on.t 

^^  W«llhMUCit'i  (fiW.  65r.,7jt]alleinpl  to  piore  that  Q  U  not  only  bl«r 

^V  thui.  bol  (or  (tie  masi  put  inferior  ti\  M>tk,  rati  on  an  undue  depiccixllon 
of  Ibc  foioier  (we  the  careful  pruud  of  BouMOt  in  77^.,  1906,  J~i4,  4jf.  j 
Hamck,  Bi\'T,  IL  >93f-;  wltli  Julicher*!  leu  ecnaln  ptotewi  iii  Nrtu 
Uniat,  43f .  and  Dtaoeft/itBi  and  Iht  Gotfd,  194  f.),  an  utumpiion  that 
ihe  projection  of  early  Chrittlan  ch(iato1<i(ry  wu  Xarn^t  in  (he  cue  of  (he 
■finp  (tun  of  the  nairelivci,  *nd  an  idc*  that  Mark  harvested  the  bc«t  of 
ttc aiailable Myinei  which  were  auihcnlie  ("if,  tininteDlianally,  thii  01  ihat 
■yng  WMpcd  hit  notice,  nrvenhcln*  the  |[lranln(;  <>f  old  and  genuine 
miarUI  which  be  left  Tot  othei>  cannot  have  been  incoTn]Mrab1y  liclier  than 
IH  ova  haxTeM,"  Eini.  86).  But  Q  ■*  not  a  hum^'le  Ruth  in  the  field  of  the 
logia  1  Hark  did  not  aim,  aa  Luke  did,  at  complricncM  ;  and  it  u  lo  revene 
th*  probabilitiet  of  Ihe  case,  to  discicdii  the  tradition  of  the  sijingi  of  Jetus 
iabvowaf  the  aarralivea>I    Both  (rcw  under  the  spirit  of  the  church,  tnit 

•  "  Ko  date  alter  the  Paulon  Memi  Impowihly  early  "  (p.  sojl.  "  Evf  ry 
)tar  after  50  A-O.  ii  inoeuingly  improbible  for  the  pioducilon  of  n" 
(fk  y/]\.  RcKh  {Dtr  PauliHitmui  u.  A*  Legit  Jnu  \  TV.  xiii,  1904).  who 
ll^ik*.  Ilk*  J.  WdUa,  thai  Paul  knew  Jeau*  on  eaith,  explain*  the  Pauline 
nfu*tii:i  I  by  oonjeciariDB  that  Ihe  ipoitle  got  a  copy  of  the  Logia  ftom 
Aaaaiai :  hot  tb«  proofi  ai<  much  (on  tprciiUtivc. 

t  Cp.  Bouacl,  TR.,  1906,  46  (■■Je.ienfatla  lehnt  die  Cemcinde,  die  die« 
Wttte  oberlieferte  \i.*.  17*  ic^-  ic^  ea  ab,  ihieradii  Heidenmlitlon  lu 
tioben,  wig  die  Urtpowtl  n»ch  (r>l  >*"). 

;  Con(nu  Wundl's  recent  remark  (cited  by  Montefiote)  in  his  feUtrt- 
ftfcktl^ii,  iL  3,  1909,  p,  ji8  -  'No  unprejudiced  penon.  even  Inlcrably 
bmlbar  with  the  fotmailon  of  mythi,  and  fairly  well  acquainted  with  the 


^ 
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the  rormer  >ig  nol  inferiot  in  bUloridty  to  Ihc  l«tter.  It  It  doabtTnl  If  ibi 
wordi  ulov  hapaxim  flood  iirlcindly  Id  Q  (Ml  ij") ;  bul.  even  if  ibey  did, 
they  ut  not  ■  hiiiorical  anachroniiiii  which  pravo  ihu  Q  (or  (hi*  part  ol  il) 
wu  wrillcn  »ftn  611  (70)  a.i>.  (Wdlhauien.  Afr.  ii<^tii).  The  rcferetiee 
li  to  (he  Zechariah  of  3  Ch  14",  not  to  Ihs  wealthy  and  pioai  Znlunah  who 
Ijosirphiii.  O/.  iv.  5,  4)  was  uuuinated  by  ihe  Zctlott  In  (b«  tcmplt. 
WallhauMn  hu  mule  a  Mil  and  ran  ilip  in  deicribing  Ihc  formct  M  "q«it« 
an  obKurc  man."  He  wu,  on  ibc  oonlraiy,  >  hero  of  Jewiih  Iradition  (cpL 
B.  Sanhcdr.  961) ;  Gillin,  57b  j  J.  Taanith,  69a),  whoK  midruhic  claboralion* 
(.f  1  Ch  »4'»*  no  tuclc  lo  »n  rally  dale  (cp.  N'ciile,  ^7".  liii.  s8»,  ZNW., 
1905,  I9S'100 1  G.  F.  Moore,  J»tini^  f/  lAt  Amtritam  Orinitat  St/My, 
iivL  317  f. :  Allen,  DCG.  i.  pp.  171-171).  It  ii  Ihe  Icgendai;  fame  of 
Zecharlah  ben  Jchoiada.  and  ol  the  bloody  expUiion  eiacied  by  Cod  fat  hii 
death,  which  undeitia  the  loRiont  from  Abel  lo  Zcehuiah  mtaaf  fiam  th* 
first  111  the  tail  bunk  of  llie  caniinial  OT  (i.t.  1  Chroniclo,  where  Z.  ti  the 
Inn  nutlyr  menlionedl ;  and  ihii  collocation  of  the  liro  rrtarlyrri  U  much  more 
nmunl  for  an  early  Chtiiiian  Ihan  the  other.  The  logion  (cp.  Lh  ti*^) 
muy  tit  a  quotation  from  a  Wltdom  tourcc,  ot  It  may  directly  r«Sec(,  like 
many  other  puiiges  of  the  NT,  Ihe  midruhic  aimotphcie  which  wrroimded 
tbc  OT  for  (oxly  Chriatiam,  but  it  hai  not  any  bearing  on  the  date  of  Q. 

The  tubsequeat  rortuoes  of  Q  are  unknown,  unless  tnces  of 
it  can  be  found  in  some  of  the  apocryphal  gospels  {e.g.  th«  goepet 
toff  'E/ifiaiovi).  It  suflfered  a  sea-change,  when  it  was  cmp1o)%d 
by  Matthcv;  but  this  incorporation  did  not  destroy  its  in- 
dq>endcnt  circulation.  John  the  presbyter  seems  still  to  have 
known  it  at  the  beginning  of  the  second  century,  and,  if  Luke 
wrote  then,  he  is  another  witness  to  its  existence  as  a  separate 
document  during  the  last  decadei  of  the  first  century. 

is-  Q  "*"'  Mari. — Any  reconstruction  of  Q  exhibits  a 
cerUin  amount  of  parxlleltsins  (c[>.  list  in  Burkitt's  TniHjmisiiifit, 
147-166)  between  it  and  Mk.,  which  may  be  held  to  imply  a 
literary  dependence  of  Mk.  on  Q.  So.  *^.,  B.  Weiss,*  van 
Rhijn  (7»w/.  SruJiin,  1S9;,  43»f).  Titius  (TASt.  it^-ai), 
Reach  {PauliKismitt, 
iijf.),  Bousset,  Barth, 

pDwine  light  thron  on  the  tourtet  of  ancient  Oriental  myth),  can  'Icnibt  any 
tMVSt  that,  except  for  a  few  incident!  in  the  nairatlTcs  of  the  Paulon  wMtfli 
probably  pooea  adequate  bisloiical  atlnlaliun,  Ibe  oulwald  life  of  Jeuia  (• 
a  linue  of  leRendl.  But  what  ihctc  Icecndi  leave  unliiiiehed,  and  what  u 
never  found  in  thcii  mytholoi^cal  counlerpiits  oind  piedeceuori,  ia  the 
Kiies  of  tayiiigt  and  tpeecbn  of  Jtsui  handed  down  lo  n*  in  the  lyooplk 
go^tcli." 

*  The  fe^cedoa  of  the  Ur-Murcui  ibeuiict  usually  Icadt  to  ih«  ronolutiun 
that  Mark  enpaoyed  Q  (cp^  &  Weiw,  Qif4ltm  At  UAu-SvgHmt,  134  C, 
tVt- 
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I,    i»97,  43»i).   iitius  (/».v.   s84-j3i>, 
PPl    544f.),  Badham,   Jolley  (*/.  tit.  pp.  ■ 
ih,  J.    \V«irt,   O.    Holtimann,  Loisy^  Ton 
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Sodeo,  Bacon,  Nicolardol,  and  Monlefiore  (i.  pp.  xxxvi  T.).* 
Tbb  hjrpothesU,  however,  even  with  the  (|iialt6aitto[is  which 
IxMsy  and  oihcTs  have  introduced  into  Weiss'  iiiticnicnt,  is  upon 
the  whole  to  be  rejectrd.  (0)  The  theory  assumes  that  Q  had 
a  monopoly  of  such  sayings.  But  the  tradition  of  the  churches 
■a*  far  too  widespread  to  permit  any  such  restriction  of  logift- 
Sayings  of  Jesus,  such  as  come  into  question  here,  must  have 
been  circulating  in  many  directions  ;  it  is  contrary  to  all  probabili- 
bes  that  ihcy  ncrc  drawn  into  the  single  channel  or  canal  of  Q, 
so  that  any  other  writer  had  to  derive  iliem  from  this  source.  In 
ihc  nature  of  the  case  there  must  have  been  a  considerable 
amount  of  materia]  common  to  the  Peirine  tradition  and  the 
Mattharan  Logia ;  it  is  to  adopt  an  ultra-literary  method  if  we  ex- 
pl«n  any  [«ra!!els  (e.g.  4""  6'"  9'^"'-  lo"*-  ii«-»)  between 
Ibe  rejuoduction  of  the  former  in  Mark  and  the  latter  by  the 
hypothesis  of  borrowing,  especially  as  Q  itself  must  have  gone 
back  partially  to  the  Pctrine  tradition  of  [he  sayings  (cp.  Loisy,  i. 
114).  {6}  No  satisfactory  cKpIanation  is  olTered  why  Mark  made 
such  scanty  use  of  Q.  Sclera!  of  its  sayings  would  have  been 
perfectly  relevant  to  his  purpose ;  we  can  hardly  imagine  a 
Christian  evangelist  ignoring  words  like  those  of  Mt  11",  or 
anumtng  that  because  his  readers  already  possessed  Q,  it  was 
•uperfliMus  10  repeat  its  contents,  and  even  the  hypothesis  that  he 
only  knew  a  shorter  form  of  Q  fails  to  meet  this  objection,  (c) 
In  no  instance  is  it  ab*olutL-ly  neoes^ar}-,  cither  on  the  score  of 
substance  or  of  style,  to  assume  that  Mk.  borrowed  from  Q. 
Thus  passages  like  i'-s-imi.  i»-i»  may  quite  as  well  be  summary 
ecboesof  oral  tradition  OS  of  Q(cp.  Wernle,  Syn.  Frage,  loS-aii; 
Scoil-Monoicff,  Afar*,  78-83 ;  Stanton,  G//I>.  ii.  109  f.).  It  is 
toy  doubtful  if  stories  like  i*"^  s''"  9"'-  and  sayings  like  j^' 
really  go  back  to  Q  at  all;  certainly  the  small  apocalypse  of 
1  J**- doe»  not.  In  some  passages  {f.g.  y^-)  it  is  even  possible 
that  the  canonical   ,Mk.   lias   been  affected  by   Mt.   01   Lk.,t 

*  jDUcha  ISM.  3*9-313)  idmlu  ilui  (he  common  clement  ot  Mk.  knd 
Q  h  cauemdy  scBnty,  and  heiiuics  lo  df^gmaiiic,  on  the  groand  ihil  Ihe 
COMpwlMwi  and  uctttiun  of  Q — tX  oner  ol'lcr  and  ji^un^r  thnn  Mk. — 
Ktidcf  may  JudfiDcnt  on  Ihe  Ukct'i  indcbtcdnui  exireinel|r  piccaiiout. 
Hamack,  wb>  lacd  l«  b«  tound  on  (hii  mMler  (cp^  S.VT.  ii.  11$!.),  hu 
MOCDllj  Duxta  iliithl  oonocsaiont  lo  B.  Wdu  (qi.  TLX.,  190S,  i^yl.,  "ai 
loji  Mark  kocii  ihe  dicic  in  whitli  Q,  or  Ursc  potUoni  oT  it,  existed  onlly, 
bc&n  It  waiooaimittFd  to  writing,  andeiiiicd  luLtianlially  in  the  tame  form"). 

t  So  WcUhuKfi  fui  S"-**-  >*. 
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wliile  in  Others  (t.g.  the  p&rableB  4''*''- *"■  wiih  5<'t  <j**-  tot*^*) 
Mt.  and  Lk.  may  have  borrowed  directly  Troni  Mk.  instetd 
of  from  Q.  When  allowance  is  made  Tor  ihoe  Tactora  or 
postibililie«,  as  ireU  as  Tor  accidcnut  coincidences,  the  data 
fat  any  liceraty  relation  between  Mk.  and  Q  practically  du- 
appear.  The  absiract  possibiliiy  must  indeed  be  left  open,  that 
the  author  of  Mk.  (though  not  the  Ur-Marcus)  was  acquainted 
with  some  fotm  of  Q ;  he  could  hardly  fail  to  be.*  Perhaps 
even  he  intended,  by  his  re^iditing  of  the  ur-Marcus,  to  supple- 
ment Q,  just  ai  the  iiuthor  of  Mt.  afterwaidi  fused  Mk.  and 
Q  into  a  more  rounded  unity.  Otherwise,  it  would  not  be  eas)- 
to  understand  why  he  casually  (]uoted  it,  perhaps  from  memory 
— which  is  the  very  utmost  that  can  be  inferred  from  the 
relevant  data. 

Whf  n  the  HaillueaB  Loeia  u«  t^etrded  u  eotapatti  (olely  of  Myingt 
couched  in  the  form  of  th«  Semitic  WiiJom  lore,  to  the  cifliuion  not  only  of 
hivurical  nui>Ii<v  liut  clM  of  the  piialilet  and  Uijga  discnurac»ar  tlalulM 
ol  Jtsut  (KilQ^i.y^jL,  1904,  I9l-zio],il  ii  nalnnlly  euier  loBnd  tnicrtot 
their  use  in  Mark,  1,/.  in  puwBc>,  (.;.,  »"■"■•  4"""  9' 9''*,  which  ha»e 
l)Kii  added  to  the  oncinal  Mk.  by  th«  later  editor.  Bui  thii  liiallatign  of 
Q'l  KOpe  i*  untcnBble. 

j  6.  MaUAew  and  Luke. — There  is  do  reason  a  pritri  why 
Mt.  should  not  have  been  one  of  I.k.'s  sources  as  well  as  KIk. 
Chronologically, t  this  is  possible.  Still,  the  coincident  vaibtions 
of  Lk.  and  Mt.,  as  against  Mk.,  and  especially  ihcit  a^cmcnts, 
arc  not  to  be  explained  by  their  use  of  the  Ur-Marcus  (see  above, 
PPl  191  £},  nor  by  Lk.'s  use  of  Mi.,  but  for  the  most  part  by  the 
operation  of  the  same  desire  to  smooth  out  ihc  Marcan  text. 
In  some  cases  ttiey  are  accidental  coincidences ;  in  others,  they 
arc  due  to  oral  tradition ;  a  large  number  came  fram  Q  (especially 
the  parts  more  or  less  parallel  to  Mk.)  or  from  common  sources  ; 
and  iinally,  allowance  haa  to  be  made  for  later  conforniatiofu  J 

*  The  btci  Mark  ii  dated,  eapccially  u  the  edition  of  *n  ur-Mireut,  iW 
more  lUIBcult  it  ii  to  deny  the  powibllity,  and  even  (lie  pt»lial>il>iy,  that  the 
writer  knew  Q,  and  tu  e> plain  how  ll  could  be  merely  a  lalwiiliaiy  aourcr. 

t  Oo  the  theory  that  Mt.  a  later,  Uc.  ha*  even  been  held  to  fotin  one  <A  k* 
warcct (Hitiie.  Volknur.  Pllcidcrtt), 

:  Avimllation  look  place  betvcco  the  leiti  of  Hi.  and  Lk.,  dudog  the 
period  preceding  (he  xlntyyfKn*  rtrpaiiifilior,  more  leadily  than  in  the  cok  oI 
Mk.,  which  did  not  cittulate  wiih  equal  impulatliy  |cp.  Lake  in  7$.  <it.  J. 
p.  Ivtl,  aiid— lor  a  diicuuion  ol  liter  harmoniitic  ooiiupiion*— fiorgon  iikI 
UiUcf'a  C4UM  *f  C«rrul>twa  t/  /'rmiit.  Tttl  tf  G»tptU,  1S96,  pp.  89  L). 
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lenl  (fc/.  Lk  ja"*).  The  intancy-nairttivcs  are  inde- 
pendent (see  below),  aiid  the  paiuiontlory  in  I.ulce  docs  not 
exhibit  any  inures  of  adhctcncc  to  the  specifically  Mjitthaan 
namtivc  The  data  in  the  intervening  scclions  are  upon  the 
vbole  Eurly  covered  by  tlie  comtnon  use  of  Q  and  by  the 
presence  of  Luke's  special  source  (sources).  The  hypolheux  it 
not  to  be  dismissed  hastily,  but  a  scrutiny  of  the  evidence  lead!> 
to  I  verdict  of  "non  proven."  Al  moat,  the  claim  in*  that  Mt. 
■as  merely  a  subsidiary  and  secondary  source  ;  but  even  this  is 
leu  probaUe  than  the  similar  relationship  urged  tietwcen  Mk. 
and  Q. 

FiUlot  KMni  MkUinrat  of  the  cul-  for  Lk.'*  uie  of  Ml.,  by  E.  Simoni, 
AW  da-  Jriiu  EmugiJiii  dtn  kaHamiiihtn  Mallkiun  tmitiitf  (Bonn,  i8So). 
S^iUrtf  Siockmcyci  {ZScia:..  18S4,  144'.).  E.  V.  Hinckt  (y«Z.,  1891, 
9»-iS6),  HalUfiuknn,  Wcndi,  lUtivy.  SoIl«u  \PM.,  1907,  t8sf.),  cK,  The 
opporiie  CMC  it  pot  bnt  by  Wemlf  {Sjm.  Fragr,  40-61)'  Rc«hrich  (^.  n/. 
179-1S4),  B.  WoM  {DU  QtuZ/m  da  Ijiiai-firgliHi,  pp.  jof.,  39.  56, 
61 1.,  7),  tii,  elc),  BuTtc>n  (pp.  30!.).  SUdIdd  {fiUD.  li.  t40(.),  tiA 
Ziki  (INT.  iiL  107  f-).  followtJ  by  Schmicdfl  (EBi.  lE6a-i86>),  IlunBck, 
Jalicber,  etc. 

I  7.  Oiktr  simrcei  0/  tht  Syitopiie  Goiftli. — (a)  A  written  (i 
hvf\¥W9*vr  voAiia,  Mk  13"=  Ml  i4")IIy-l<:nf  of  early  Christian 
apocalyptic  prophecy,  or '  small  apocaIyp3.e,'  cotinisting  of  materia] 
Mt  in  the  ordinaiy  triple  division  common  to  apocalyptic 
literature  (cp  Apoc  9"  1 1") : 

IpX,  iSiw:  Mk  i3"-»  -  Ml  a4»*  -  Lk  aiMi. 

tfAi'^.t:  Mk  i3'«-»  -  Mt  a4'*»*  =  (Lk  ai«-»«). 

wopowrfa:  Mk  13""=  Ml  a4»«  =  (Lk  a.»»"- »^ 

le  detaUs  of  tite  rc-constrticccd  apocalypse  are  not  quite 
certain,!  but  its  general  contour  is  unmistakable:  it  parts,  as  a 
whole,  readily  from  the  context  and  forms  an  intelligible  unity, 
whatever  were  its  original  size  and  aim.  If  the  introduaory 
passage  Mk  ij"(-  Mi  34*-»)  is  added  (with  WcifTenbach, 
Kdm,  and  others),  probably  Mk  i^""  (-  Mt  a4»»-»)  should 
alto  be  incorporated  (as,  f^.,  by  Kcim,  Weizsftcker,  and  Spitta), 

*  "SeiaeBei1KkHcbtiei">B<'**^''-  ■■*  &l>ok«in«  i}-st«inBti«h«,  ploni-olle, 
tedi  besiimpl*  Cesichupunkic  ccrcuctie ;  rirlniclir  iiiOMcn  wit  uni«r« 
rtnlfc— nc  d*hln  fomiiilitcD.  dua  dei  kuioniiche  Mt.  ftU  Le.  ein  Nebeci< 
qaalk  '  (SiMcmi^  »p.  Hi,  p.  108). 

t  Wench  (Mk  i  j'*- '*-»  •m- w  «•).  WciffenUch  uid  PSeldem  (Mk 
ijMi..  !*-».  i^itj,  Lojjy  (MV  ,^».B-».»t*)^  Schmicdcl  (Mk  i3'-*->»-ifc 
•»«■•%  WdB»w«i{Mki3»*'*-*»^"'^),  HoKrnaim  (Mk  i3»-»-'«^»«^ 
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since  Mk  13*^  Ukes  up  Mk  13*.  In  Mk.  it  slaruls  apart  from 
even  the  pjirnbolic  collection  in  4  at  the  ontf  long  speech  put 
into  the  moulh  of  Jesus;  Mt  sccfns  to  preserve  it  in  a  more 
primilive  or  atclmic  form,*  ihough  he  uses  piirt  of  it  (10"*)  in 
an  earlier  connection ;  wliile  Luke  has  coloured  it  by  the  light  of 
the  Roman  siege  of  Jerusalem,  and  the  dcUy  in  the  Parousia-t 
Luke,  however,  seems  only  to  have  known  it  «>  a  compoinent 
part  of  Mk.  Whatever  may  be  the  historic  value  of  the  sayioga 
in  the  apocalypse,  it  is  a  literary  product,  not  the  record  of  what 
Jesus  said  on  this  or  any  other  occasion,  but  a  tract  of  tbe 
apocalyptic  propaganda.  "In  a  private  conversation  with  two 
or  three  di«ci]i]eH,  Jesuii  would  not  S]>eak  in  a  susuined  style  of 
eschatological  commonplace."  J 

The  period  of  the  apocalyjne  is  the  seventh  decade,  when 
the  approaching  fall  of  Jerusalem  seemed  to  herald  tlie  end. 
The  fly-leaf  is  not  a  uatkinium  tx  euemu,  for  the  Christians  of 
the  capital  did  not  fly  to  the  mountains,  but  across  the  Jordan  to 
Pella  (luiTa  nva  xp^triiov,  Euscbius  declares.  If.  E.  iii.  5.  3) ;  no 
appearance  of  false  mcssiahs  or  prophets  is  known  to  have  taken 
|jace  then,  and  the  Danielle  prediction  of  the  fiUXvyim  r^ 
Iprjfiwatiof  is  coloured  not  by  contemporary  incidents,  but  by 
eschatological  tradition.  The  apocaIyi»e  was  probably  written 
by  a  Palestinian  Jewish    Cbristiui    (so,  t^.,   Cotani,   Renan, 

*  The  MaUhxan  (S4')  ikriniiba  of  rt  e^iuim  (rflt  v^t  roptii^lm*  nl 
svrnMat  rai  aiwnnj  is  (juile  in  keeping  with  the  csdiftlologjeal  ptocnmine 
or  Ihii  cospcl. 

tSpiui  (.5A*.,  1909.  384-401).  ^th  hi*  wimI  pndi1«ci<(tn  fof  Lulu, 
rMWiittucu  the  ciduiological  ipeech  of  jcsui  eniirely  from  ihc  Lnon  vmimii, 
wbert^  he  holiii  (like  Gogiiel.  L'fwHfiltdi  Man,  iiS  i. ).  it  ii  noM  Kcurately 
pMcr*«l(in  Lk  3,»*i»-"-"»t»-"i-"i-«i-»^).  ThoM-ho,  like  B.  Wel«» 
«nd  Bacon,  lejecl  the  "mull  apoculj-pic'' theory  outtighi,  make  the  <•  hole 
speech  ui  ai^Iuliiulion  ol  lajrio^)  from  Q  and  Ktitorial  inKtlinus, — a  ihraty 
witich  dort  niil  wotk  out  nitiuiilly,  even  In  iu  leu  anBlylic  lutnu  (Stcrwu. 
ATTT*.  I5»t;  \infx,i..  Miiiiak t/ Gmf^b,  ija-i&S;  Ftetiie, /".V.,  1904.l4r.  i 
WtmtBieiaataD,  Hill.  Witt  dtr  alltsltn  V<httlitftt»i»g  veit  irr  Ctxk.  Jtsm  im 
Martiueftlm,  190;,  tjSf.).  The  Bltenutti-e  >iew,  ihsE  the  whole  speech  is 
■  later  compaiition,  is  le-itnled  by  Clemen  in  hit  review  ( 7'LX.,  19M,  JSJ- 
5»S)  ot  WeilTcntMch's  rmbi  eway  on  Dit  Fragt  dtr  Wndtrkiaifi  Jnu 
mttAmMlt  inn  erirterl  (1901).  The  follcit  account  of  the  retrospective 
dcwioit  ia  Lake's  ticatment  of  Iho  Itaditiwi,  after  A.T>.  70,  I*  (iven  la 
Shannaa's  TtaiMng  1/ /tna  aina IJU  Fulirre  {li)og).  pp.  ty>l. 

t  Muiibead,  Tie  Jirmt  Lxfi  afiJ  DfA  m  l/n  OU  okJ  A'tw  Tnltmtnt 
(1908),  lajC  Di.  Uuithcnil's  adhetim  to  this  theory  is  nouitile,  as  in  hu 
eullat  tr«rk  oo  Tit*  EulUMttf  t/Jtim  (1904)  he  hud  icfuicd  to  accept  it 
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ith,  Hollr.mann,  Keim,  VVenilv,  WpnHl,  Stanton);  its 
incorporalion  in  the  evangelic  Imdiiioii  wns  due  to  the 
eiisicnoc  of  gcnuiiic  nchalological  sayings  which  receircd  a 
fresh  accent  and  emphasis  at  the  period,  and  to  the  vivid  zest 
foT  apocalyptic  ideas  in  the  Palestinian  church  of  [hat  age. 

Sotted  by  Coluii  (/A»i  Cirii*  tt  hi  Crv^fonttt  mtnaniftiH  ii  nui 
"Hmfa?  1864,  pp.  MI  I.)  and  WelflenlMich  (tn  Dtr  WitdirkumfliitJaiikt 
Jam,  1873.  ppL  69 r.,  I35f-I.  this  hypothcu*  oT  Ihe  imall  npocalj-pic  hiu  been 
•dopud  \ij  writeraoi)  Ihr  nirMianic  contdouanra  a(  )esiu,  I>k«  Bsldcnipergvt 
and  Scbw*nxkop(r,  u  u/cll  u  by  numcious  ediioit  and  crtlici  of  ihc  tynoplic 
gotpelm,  tnclading Vbchei  {TU.a.  j,  p.  9n,).  jMobwn,*  VAviA^nt  {Jahrinik 
ftrdaOidu  Thtal.t  tS68, 134-149.  Ur<.*\.  379  f),  Slmont  (p,  74),  Mangold, 
Iffliiililiii  \UmUrimk.  131  f.,  AA-  ii.  ilf),  ReniLn  (iv.  du.  iii.  and  ui., 
».  pfL  II]'I>S)'  Caipttilct  (/'VW/  r-ttw  Ge3f*li,  pp.  Mi,  3JJ),  Cone  {Cetftl 
Critiriim,  pp.  iSlt),  O.  Schmiedct.  and  N.  Schmidt  {Prtfitt  tf  Nmartlli, 
pp.  131  LJl  Ii  b  now  ■  scniiHiia  mtfia  of  lynopiic  ciiiicii,Ri,  ai  may  be 
•nn  froM  the  eipoeiliou  by  Wendl  {Lthn  Jrm,  i,  lot),  Spiiu  <tV(.  ii. 
\it\.\  llaiunth  (iv.  146'.).  Kcim  (v.  ii%i.\  llolliinann  (HC,  i.  96r., 
i47t,  NTTk.  i.  317  318),  Meniica  \Earliat  Coifil,  »5if.),  0  llollimann 
{UAai  Jtm,  Eng.  Ir.  4S6f-)>  ChulMlCnV.  Hitlvry  1/  Eifittrhgy,  3i4(-)> 
Wemlt  {^lyi*.  ^iV>  pp.  >'l-*>4)<  KlDtlcrmutn,  I.nlty  (Ii.  393'.),  and 
UCBtcfiiMe.  AiDong  recent  odhcicnis  ace  (a  be  named  Stcudcl  (£>rr  n/igifie 
Jt^imdmattrrui/,  11196),  Chcynt  (£7f/.  1.  ai-13),  Schwfiijwi  <Z^  ^frW- 
■mU;  U.  9S>>  Wcllbaiucn,  Muiihead  lJ.ifi  ar^  DcMk  ia  iJu  OM  and 
Nrm  TtU.  I»4t.),  SAmiedel  {EBi.  ii.  1857),  and  Sunlon  {G/tD.  v..  116 f.). 
Fnrtbei  detail*  bi  G.  L.  Cary  [ef.  tit.  pp.  174  f-),  jQlichcr  {EinI,  381  f.), 
Burliilt  {Ciftl  Uiilvry  ati4  ia  TVumiihiiimk,  6if.),  and  Moflall  {HNT. 
437-640). 

(4)  The  hypothesis  of  a  special  source  for  the  birth- narratives 
in  Ml  arvd  Lk.  has  no  basis  in  the  internal  evidence.  Three 
hypotheses  of  literary  criiici-tm  arc  o|>eii :  the  two  narratives  arc 
either  (L)  derived  ftotxi  a  common  pre-canonical  source ;  or  {ii.) 
depeiMJeot  on  each  other,  the  one  correcting  and  amplifying  the 
oibcf ;  or  (iii.)  of  indejiendem  origin.  The  su|>erioriiyof  (iii.)  to 
(ii.)  b  disctttscd  below.  As  for  (i.),  [he  serious  objections  to  any 
form  of  it  which  has  been  hiiheiio  adduced,  whether  by  Kcsch 
{KimJhetisecflK  nath  Lutas  u.  Ma/tAtteut  in  Tl/.  x.  5,  l^ijnig, 
1897  1  Gk.  version  of  a  Hebrew  original)  or  by  L.  Conrady  (Jit 
Qutiit  der kanffnittfien  /£indheilsgtieht(Afe /au,  1900:  source  =  Gk. 

■jMObMn  (/V#tor.  KirikatuilHng.  tSS6,  536  f.)  and  N.  Sehtntdl 
rfntrftd  that  this  apocaiypK  waa  Ibo  medium  lliiouch  which  the  term  Son  sf 
Mm,  ■*  a  BiFMiaiitc  liite,  paued  into  Mark.  The  Ultet  critic  [afi.  tit,  85  („ 
133 (,331  f.)  uaibe*  the  imall  apocalypie  and  the  grouDd-wtHk  of  Mt  t^'* 
15*'*-li>a  Wiidem  tf  Gad \l,V.  ii^I'it  Aiam-jic  apoctlypic. 
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venion  *  of  Hcb.  PnttevaHg^fiHm  fatohi),  are  ihe  shaqi  diveiRenfe 
of  the  geneatc^icnl  ubies,  and  the  faci  that,  apait  from  the 
tradition  of  the  vir;g  in -birth,  the  iigrecmcrnt  of  ih<:  iiarnttives  {e-^, 
the  birthplace,  names  of  parents,  Nazareth  residence,  and 
Davidic  deKceni)  require  only  the  data  of  the  synoptic  tradition 
10  account  for  ihcir  origin.  Where  Mt.  and  I.k.  agtce  elsewhere, 
the  contour  of  ihc  agicemcntB  is  much  closer  than  can  be  made 
out  in  their  binh- narratives.  Ftuthermorc,  the  prolix  and 
Guidful  Proltvangtlium  Jaeohi  betrays,  to  any  trained  literary 
tense,  the  later  elabomlions  of  the  Christian  imagination,  with  its 
somewhat  crude  and  even  coarse  expansion  <^  details  in  the 
canonical  descriptions.  As  for  Resch's  theory  of  a  Hebrew  beck 
of  the generalioni  of  Jtttis  tht  mettiak  (cp.  Mt  i'  jS//3Xoi  yavfewtft 
'I.  X.),  furnished  with  a  genealogy  like  the  book  of  Ruth,  which, 
when  iransiatcd  into  Greek,  formed  the  source  of  both  Matthew 
and  Luke  (the  latter  omittijig,  owing  to  hnstt-  and  lack  of  space, 
what  Ml.  had  already  included),  the  differences  bet«-een  the  two 
canonical  narratives  are  enough  to  upset  any  such  arguments, 
and  the  whole  hypothesis  is  beset  by  fanciful  and  arbitrary 
presuppositions,  such  as  the  use  of  the  source  in  the  Prologue  to 
the  Fourth  gospel  («/.  til.  pp.  143  f.)  and  its  einploymeni,  in  ■ 
different  Ck.  recension,  by  Justin.  The  earliest  traces  of  extra- 
canonical  sources  are  to  be  found  in  the  fancy  of  the  star  in 
Ignatius,  and  in  Justin's  allusion  to  the  birth  of  Jeaus  in  a  ore 
near  Bethlehem  (Dial,  78),  the  bltcr  trait  occurring  in  the 
Gospel  of  James-  Justin's  access  t  to  extra-canonical  sources  of 
information  is  evident  firom  Apol.  1**  (uic  ol  \.jia^nnu»FwmrTtK 
mura  ru  wip!  r«!i  vvn^pot  ij^f  'XtfatA  Xpivroii  t£i2a^a>'),  but  it 
is  more  probable  that  the  biurre  conct:ption  of  tlie  cave  was 
a  trait  added  from  contemporary  mythology  to  the  caitonical 
tradition,  than  that  the  tetter  was  modified  from  an  ampler  and 
more  circumstantial  account.  The  simple  precedes  the  elaborate 
in  the  evolution  of  tradition,  and  the  Gospel  of  James  has  the 

*  Basad  on  the  Egypiiu  Bijlh  of  Iili,  cut  In  a  HehnlMd  for* 
(cp.  SK.,  1SS9,  718-784).  He  (SK.,  1904.  176-116)  alu.  rccuds  Hi 
3>K.  u  ui  (icrtpt  from  totna  Indnttmlant  aecouot  (mouldrd  on  poc*" 
linei)  of  the  (Itghl  to  Egypt,  which  Ihc  apocryphil  gopcli  have  ptcsmcd 
more  liiUy. 

tJwUo  (idniiu  thai  ihow  who  ri^jccici]  the  virpn-bEnh  wer«  Hill 
Chrlitlani (4rt  rov  (w'^v  ittt-n,  Dntl.  4S) ;  trnt  ihU  don  not  ncceaarSy 
Imply  thtl  lh«  idea  wh  u  jM  ■  compantin  Dtivclly  (HillmaoD  in  /FT., 
1891,  pp.  ajjf.). 
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■  atunp  neither  of  originality  nor  of  unitf,   deipite  Conrady'i. 
^  plodtngs  10  the  contrary  (pp-  ao;  f.).* 

White  moil  of  ih«  upMiolic  f>ih«n  ignore  the  titpii' birth,  eren  wben  ri 
BMinlly  \xy  in  ihcir  way  to  utt  Li  m  iiraiinE  ihc  Jncumtion,  Igiutiu*  sn<l 
Aiittiiks  (id  ibc  Sytioc  vcttjon)  ■llude  to  it  «*  an  accepted  Biiidc  of  the 
ChnuUn  belicr.  the  Intaitt  in  t  icricior  poMageiffjVf.  i6'  19'.  Afaf».  "elc.) 
■Udi  plunly  prauppou  >  gospel- source  corKipondinj;  10  iiui  pitttnt 
llaltbew(q)L  SmTtn.  t'  with  Mt  3"),tthc  latter  alio  in  ■  lentence  which 
btpIlM  tbt  utc  of  lh«  canonical  t^rth->to«ici  [Affi.  I ;  "  God  camv  dowo 
tieavcfi,  ud  froim  •  Hebrew  virion  auumed  and  elolbed  hlmaetf  with 
and  ibc  Son  of  God  lii'cd  in  a  diUEhtcr  of  man.  Thii  ii  laueht  in  the 
!.  M  ll  U called,  which  a  ihort  time  x^o  wu  pccaclicd  among  them" 
[t.f.  Chriitiant]).  Both  Ignalioi  and  Atulidci,  like  Melito  aftccwardi.  tceni 
•ttAMC  tli«  Jofaannine  idea  oilhe  incarnaliun  with  Ihe  synoptic  biith-ttoiie*.! 

The   employment  of   x   Wisdom-source  has   been  already 

IfMtioed  (p^  33) ;  but,  apart  from  this  and  the  small  apocalypse, 
the  other  sources  of  Ml.  and  Lk.  ate  simply  tlieHpeciatdu<^^utncntK 
'bicb^  in  the  latter  particularly,  may  be  detected  by  the  processes 
of  literary  analytic. 

§8.  DaU of  Gotpth (EBi.  1816-1840;  A.  Wright,  Composi- 
tion of  Gotf*U,  laSf). — The  earliest  tradition  upon  the  date  of 
Ihe  gospels  is  that  of  Irenxus  (tii.  i.  1 ;  Euk.  H.  E.  v.  8.  i-j), 
who  means  to  ^ve  chronological  information  on  the  poini.g  In 
this  puaage  (cp.  pp.  isf.)  IfoSor,  untei»  it  ii  due  toamiiinter- 
preudon  of  >  P  i<'  (Blass,  Ana  Apost.  p.  5),  refers  10  the  deatli 
of  Peter  and  Paul,  not  (Grabe,  Harvey,  Cornely)  to  their  departure 
from  Rome.  The  allusion  is  significant ;  for,  as  tradition  tended 
to  thrmr  back  the  origin  of  apostolic  writings  as  far  aa  possible, 
Ihe  words  of  Ireiucus  give  a  Urminut  a  quo  for  the  composition  of 

•Cpt  Hil£enfcld'(  eihauitiic  lefutation  (ZWT..  1901.  l86f.),  with  Ihe 
Fcfitidnnof  Ho]uinaDn(7'^Z.,  1901,  IJSf.jandT.  A.  lloben(rA<  VirgiH 
Birtk,  Chteago,  I90S>  PP-  ■>'-•  ■>'">  '>'*  articln  on  Hie  anlv-NJcenc  Mn- 
ccptloM,  «t,  io  Ajr.,  190J,  473  f-  7«9 1-). 

t  The  aUeiDfits  of  Hilltnunn  to  eipUin  away  ih«  lanKuacB  of  Ignatiui  ai 
Imiaiiliniit  with  Lk  1**^  3",  or  10  reerd  ytytw.  U  xnifSltw  (SinirrD.  ■■)  ai 
interpolated,  are  unaniliDg.  The  Tirjin-birih  undoubiedljr  belonged  to  the 
Xm^ma  reproduced  br  lenatiiu,  ihough  >l  ■*  impoialble  to  infer  Ihe  dclaiti 
of  Iha  hiftoiical  tradition  which  he  ptetuppooed. 

;  llenoe  the  diSculiy  ol  igreeins  wiih  Uiener  {Kiiig.  Unlernuitrngm,  i. 
9aC>lbal  Carpokrau*  and  the  Ebioniict  denied  the  rlrgln-hirth  bccaui*  it 
■M  ihaanr  from  the  icoripGli  io  their  pouesion. 

|Thu  if  denied  by  Pom  Chapmin  yjTS.,  1905,  S^l-i^),  but  on 
iaUBfidaol  groMida.  The  clitutc,  rov  llirfvu  «sl  rati  llo^Xair  tw  'Pal^V 
(4aryiXi^a^t«r  a*X. ,  i»  a  rimultaneDui  lererence. 
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Mk.  and  Ml.  It  is  corroborated  hy  Ihe  fad  (hat  both  wnt«r« 
incorporate 'the  small  apocalypse,'  which  cannot  well  be  dated 
earlier  than  the  seventh  decade  of  the  hni  century.  Apart 
from  this,  ihc  evidence  is  purely  internal. 

{a)  As  the  logion  of  Mk  9'  is  substantially  reproduced  tn 
Mt  1 6'*  and  Lk  9*^,  it  docs  not  necesiarily  imply  that  Mk.  was 
written  during  the  Rrst  generation  of  disciples.  On  ihe  other 
band,  the  editing  of  the  small  apocalypse  shows  that  the  aisis 
of  the  siege  was  recent,  and  that  the  wriicr  wishes  to  distinguish 
between  tliis  seeming  end  and  Ihe  real  end.  7^  gotftl  mttK 
fint  be  prta(ktd  to  all  nattOHS  (13") ;  then,  and  then  only,  would 
the  Parouaia  arrive.  Meantime,  Ibc  original  fiHitandmen  of  lii 
tineyard  had  been  destroyed,  and  the  vineyard  given  A>  othtrt. 
The  internal  evidence  of  MV.  thus  corroborates  upon  the  whole 
rtie  view  that  it  represents  a  final  version  of  the  Ur-Marcus  com- 
posed shortly  after  the  events  of  a.d.  60-70. 

iS)  Since  Mt.  used  not  Ihe  Ur-Marcus  but  Mk.  in  substantially 
iu  present  form,  the  terminus  a  quo  of  iu  composition  is  A.n  70. 
The  phrase  in  37'  and  28^*  (f<uc  r^  a~^/u/K»-,  ;i«'xpi  t^*  o^^mt) 
tallies  with  ihc  gcncr.il  impression  that  a  considerable  interval 
has  elapsed  since  the  days  of  Jesus,  during  which  the  diurch  has 
become  organised  and  belief  developed.  I'he  archaic  charaaer 
of  the  main  source  and  the  Strongly  marked  cschatology  of  the 
gospel  are  of  less  moment  for  the  quesiion  of  its  date  than  the 
final  editor's  anticipation  of  a  prolonged  period  (q>.  aS")  durii^ 
which  the  Gentile  mission  vras  to  proceed  apace.  Mt.  falls  then 
between  a.d.  70  and  1 10,  since  it  was  certainly  known  to  Ignatius 
{possa^and  proofs  in  GHD.  i.  17  f. ;  NTji.  76  f.),  although  the 
fact  that  Ignatius  employs  and  quotes  another  evangelic  source 
with  equal  belief,  shows  how  far  our  canonical  gospels  yet  were 
from  a  position  of  undisputed  authority  within  the  churches.  The 
dubious  nature  of  the  supposed  allusions  in  Hermas  is  generally 
recognised  (cp.  GHD.  i.  7Jf.;  NTA.  w\\^,  but  in  any  case 
Ihe  Urmxnus  ad  quern,  as  fixed  by  the  traces  of  the  gospel  in  the 
second  century,  is  t.  A.D.  tio. 

Effofti  arc  (till  tnsde  todtta  Mt.  earlier  ttun  a.d.  70,  but  witlioui  iuoccu. 
It  (*  •  nituttt,  for  njBiple,  to  tuppoae  that  iher«  would  bt  Do  poiiii  In 
ptet«rvin£  dchBlDloeiciil  predictions  lik«  ihvM  of  the  snull  apoalypK  *i\tt 
A-n.  70,  Many  Oirltllani  in  tht  Kcond  orntury  xti%\  Uirc  looked  forwud  to 
•  llletal  ful&lmenl,  i.g.,  of  *  pophMy  like  (hot  of  Mt  14'  (cp.  Irrn.  aJv. 
tlair,  V.  3}.  >).     Helxr,  isain,  uki  lh«  ■nti-Fharinic  tlemeDl  to  prore  UmI 
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'  (Mpd  ***  compowi]  under  llie  almi  of  Ihe  hird  timet  which  bdell 
hlolblan  CbriHUaily,  when  Herod  Agnppa  1.  mode  CDmniun  ciukc  with 
Ihe  PliaritMs(Ac  la''-).  But  ei-en  if  ihe  hixorial  influent  ucrc  pfovcd,  St 
woM  aot  d<ttraiae  the  dale  of  tlic  eotpel  •»  eoniempoi&ry  -,  llw  ihup 


'    AA 

Bwmi  ^ 

Sbtwuh  f>  MID  tea. 

ArmisB 

lUfc* 

Bdw  (c  uX  BifV.  {I. 

Kttppflfb,    Scb*(ii. 
RoIhiwo*     (ttX    2"°* 
Bctinaoo   itb),    ZA^r^^ 
J.  W.iu. 
At-u:    A>>I(MI,    MIcfi. 
MItK.     W.    7lt«tiincr, 
SiMlsn.    SvTIF.     Sol- 
■Wd.  WuiilL    Wiiu, 

Bonb,  I>h1v. 

T9-to:  VolVmvOj)!  **■"*" 
(MX   D'lVu-hlai,   Wriiihi, 
WtrnI*.      Kttoe,      Wtll- 
hku4«n,       *i»        Sa^ca, 
Rutkiii.    Loiiy   (hX    0. 

(Ti-l4X  M«n14n9rvt 

HoeklKa      C>»>X 
KeMlin(icD-iiaX 

S.  UMvlilMn  (mX 
Cuiwr  Ctr^tHl 

MuabnrI 

V 

■»4BI  Ol«ttlI*,  Catncly. 
U-&:  Rohcru,  Glou- 

c-  4i:    ZiQiBarrtftoo, 

t.  «i:     Ka(,     MftUi, 

Sctuni. 

M   i-:    BiMk.     U*r«. 
AdvniTi      Riirli«l 

iD'^.     BuiHiil,     Hug, 
Itoie,  Sctuu. 

jrr-to:  KDlMia,  HIIb,.  RtiHt 
(.(!«  ;i),  W™..  Wricbl. 
KBmKlc      0.      fUnday, 
lln>»,  Kiljon,  Allfn  (4}- 
^J.     *.IB    (,o-.o* 

|a-9Q :  Rov«T>  (c.  k),  Kibt' 

RtVillc.    iDliillTl    (     -v!), 

Zilin  fin  CI..),  Mchin.o. 

Kacon.  Slullonff,  ti^X 

Wanli,         Bu>l>i>l,       0. 
Sehmitdcl      <g&-i»TX 

Lolly  (r.  looX 

!'•-)■ 
Schmtriisn     -l)n). 
tii'ii.        I'dtidenr 

<    -MoX 

r 

Blm   (HlO.    Ktlppen 

jMs^  Airoiit.     SUiiH. 
Cicol.    B>;>cr  <»!-«>}. 

tl-fi ;  Hwne.  JflihH'Ui, 
Gnirltllt,      rUlian. 
Rod). 

<5-T«^    Oedc^     Ihhn. 

BtbtM. 

jo-Sc :     Bl«k,    Bcnchlti. 

Weiu,  Adtmy.    IWiltl. 

hovi^n,  I'kkipnirr.  Suiday, 

Wtithi,  Zihn. 
teHfii    ituko,    ittatPU, 

AWolt,     Orpntw,     /. 

Wtlv.  BaoKL  U«Ciirm. 

Bn£ji«,  Banb  trs^VfX 

Sdltm.    Wfrnta,     Kx'nil. 
HiirhrlT.     Lour»      Pc^kf, 

(.      I  go  I      HollWli, 

SchnliHi,  Pfltid., 

J.    w.i«.    a 

tofr-tio ;    Volkmtr* 
Aonra,       Hol»- 

BUID,    !i.    Uh^- 
■Dfl,        KlllTDfcIl], 

VAm,  HaoBUh. 
^hmiAlrl. 
1.  ■>>;  bat. 

'The  pattUtle  hypothaia  of  [a)  A.D.  43  (Tnome).  uid  M)  A.I>,  64-6} 
{ken..  Ocm.  Alex-liaic  Mill  nuini&incd  hf  tome  Roman  Cathnlie  wtilm, 
c^  {«)  bjr  F'triii,  Bxplng,  Scheg)^  and  Rdlhnmp  ;  (J)  by  Hag.  Maier, 
Sdwoi:,  end  Jaojiuci. 

t).  H.  WUkBivin  {Feur  /.rrfurfi  m  £ar!y  //irtry  ^  Gofu  1S9S) 
placn  Ml.  ia  A.ix  70-75  (Uk.  =65-701  Lk.  =78-93).  wuh  en  editing  of  all 

ecbi  AtiBMinc«(A.D.  106-115). 

:in/Af«  jEmikvAViv  («d.  1S91,  ppL  49-179.  ^sif.]^  T.  K.  BidudaM 
Laketo  A.DLSiuidMaithe*(pp.  agiDia  A.Ih  4a. 
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memoiiM  of  <(  miehl  have  tln^reJ  and  rtappcutcl  H«cid««  Ul«f.  BdMt*! 
ecmoboiallve  ugumenti  Ao  not  amount  lo  much,  t.f.  the  reUance  on  ttit 
tradiiion  that  MaCthcv  left  Jciuialem  in  a.d.  4a  and  published  hU  {ospd 
b«foi«  bl*  dcpanure,  whea  the  niucDnce[Niani  ol  Chriilkn*  ia  th*  dnirch 
who  were  mote  PhariiM*  and  Jewi  than  an^ihio£  eUe  <Ae  1 1"-  1  j"-}  tilll 
formed  the  pcimaiy  object  of  the  Kospcl.  Allen  (£7.  »i.  4J9~444)  timiUilf 
Kim  10  ihdw  that  the  alleged  '  caiholic '  and  ceclolauloJ  alliMiotM  wa  not 
incompBtible  with  iu  compoi^ilion  at  Anlioch  r.  a.i>.  JO,  bat  the  \itauj 
deprndoncc  on  Mk.  U  by  Itaetrtufficimi  to  dl«provr  atl  tnch  hn>o>hne». 

{c)  Luke's  date  depends  not  only  on  bis  use  of  Mk.,  whid) 
is  certain,  and  his  use  of  Mt.,  which  is  extremely  uncertain, 
btit  on  (he  relations  between  his  work  and  Jocepbus,  on 
which  see  pp.  19-3  >.  The  above  table  will  give  some  idea  of 
(he  various  periods  which  are  assigned  to  it  and  to  the  otber  two 
gospels. 

While  (he  gospels  of  Maik  and  Matthew,  together  with  the 
two  volumes  hjr  Luke,  which  make  up  the  historical  li(4rraiure 
within  the  NT  Canon,  were  not  composed  till  the  la.1t  (luiitiei  of 
the  first  century,  and  while  all  of  them,  particularly  the  synoptic 
gospels,  are  composite,  their  sources  reach  back  to  the  period 
prior  to  A.o.  70.  This  covers  not  simply  their  traditions  bat 
their  wriden  materials.  Q.  or  the  common  source  of  Mt.  and 
Lk.,  was  certainly  composed  by  the  seventh  decade  of  the  century, 
probably  even  earlier ;  MIc,  in  its  original  shape  and  souice, 
dates  from  the  former  period.  Thus  the  roots  of  the  historical 
literature  He  in  the  same  period  as  the  correspondence  of  Paul, 
though  the  flowers  bloom  side  by  side  with  the  later  pastorals 
and  homilies-  It  is  of  still  more  importance  that  the  two 
main  roots  of  the  subsequent  evangelic  tradition  are  deep  in  the 
primitive  Palestinian  circle,  and  that  neither  shows  any  distinct 
influence  of  Pauline  tendencies. 

Tlie  primitive  epistolar>'  literature  of  the  early  churdt  was, 
like  the  primitive  ceramic  art  of  Hellas,  comparatively  privates 
Upon  vases  intended  for  the  household's  use,  painting  first 
lavished  its  grace  and  skill ;  and  in  letters  for  the  quieter 
purposes  of  intercourse,  the  literary  spirit  was  employed  by 
Christians  before  the  aim  and  scope  of  it  became  enlarged. 
In  the  nature  of  things,  the  use  of  epistles,  taken  over  from 


Judaism,  es|(edally  Alexandrian  Judaism  (<«f.  Jer  29* 


.  ss.n 


epp. 


of  Jerem.  and  Baruch,  also  2  Mac  t'-  ''),*  preceded  evangelic 

*  The  lunona  epinle  of  ArlUeat  to   riutokntes  hu  been  eslM   "a 
prtdtceuor,  in  form.  oT  the  larger  NT  eptttlea." 
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Dimtma.*  The  former  were  occasional  and  immediate  in 
chancier,  the  Utter — Xayai,  SiTjnfirut,  iwofirtjiiov^uiiam — imply 
a  Ritber  more  advanced  epoch,  when  the  early  advcni  of  Jesus 
na  no  longer  a  momentary  expectation,  and  when  bis  life  had 
tMumed  greater  importance  and  prominence.  Nevertheless,  by 
A.D.  so  at  least,  such  notes  and  colleclions  may  have  begun  to 
uist  in  rough  form.  The  current  was,  at  any  rate,  setting  un- 
mistaliably  in  that  direction.  By  the  time  of  Paul's  later  literary 
Mtivity.  written  evangelic  narratives  were  in  existence  here  and 
there,  especially  within  the  primitive  Palestinian  diurches.  The 
priinuy  nce<d  for  these  is  to  be  found  in  the  fact  that  a  new 
genciation  was  rining,  who  were  dependent  for  their  acquaintance 
with  tlie  history  of  Jcsub  upon  a  fast-diminishing  company  of 
eye-witnesses,  in  the  rapid  exten.tion  and  consolidation  of  the 
Christian  communities,  and  even  in  the  misuon  activities  of 
the  Palestinian  disciplcs.t  To  these  impulses  there  must  al.io 
be  added  another  which  sprang  from  them  before  long,  tiamcly, 
the  need  of  translating  the  tradition  from  the  original  Aramaic 
vemacuUr  into  Greek.  That  attempts  must  have  been  soon 
made  to  meet  such  requirements  is  inherently  probable,  and  it 
is  corroborated  by  the  surviving  gospels.  Even  the  earliest  of 
them  leaves  no  im[>re3sion  of  tentativeness  on  the  mind ;  there 
is  very  little  of  that  comparative  lack  of  precision  and  de6nite 
outline  which  is  often  felt  in  the  pioneers  of  any  department  in 
literature.  Tliey  represent  the  midsummer,  not  the  i^pring,  of 
their  literary  cycle.  The  subject  bad  been  already — i>erhaps 
often — handled,  c^'en  before  Mark's  gospel  took  ica  present 
di^ie,  although  these  earlier  narratives,  like  the  sources  and 
authorities  of  Tacitus  in  the  /tnnaUs,  have  disappeared.  Luke's 
preface  proves  that  our  fir»t  three  gospeU  are  'first'  for  us, 
oot   absolutely   'first'    They   were  the    best,   but    they  wore 

*  Tbe  oolfeclKini  □(  parable*,  Morics,  and  ay'ingi  io  the  G°*P'I*  lind 
Ihtir  ncwcw  an^lagj,  upon  Ihe  oiher  hiuiil,  in  ihc  inldiMhic  literature  ol 
fUeriiniui  Jwlusm.  "  Die  Evangclien,  die  mt  baitwn,  tind  in  |>[iMhiacher 
SindM  hcubrilele  Midiaahini"  (G.  Klein,  IWIf.,  1904,  144  f.,  -Zm 
Fillannin.  det  Evclies  au*  Talmud  und  Mldruch').  Puu  at  thnn 
ocfonly  are  dowt  in  form  and  ipiiit  10  midmhic  piceet  than  lo  Epicieiui 
er  FlutardL  This  it  Ihe  buiden  ol  F,  t'lcbig's  pamphlet  on  'Die  Aufiiiibcn 
in  ocMeMameni lichen  Fortchung  In  dei  Cegenwart'  (t909,  cipt«iaUy  pp. 
10 1.1. 

t  Cp.  Hdiwld,  Dtr  UUtrvriuJit  CMrtiUt  dtr  nmUU.  Stlkri/nn  (190SJ, 
ppLijC,  Bod  Sanilay  IB  S/CE.  ti.  573  t 
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nuther  the  only  nor  the  earliest  narratives.  It  is  probable  that 
the  literature,  of  which  they  are  the  sur>'ivoT«,  and  which  they 
seem  to  have  s[it;edily  antiquated,  began  to  rise  as  Eu  back  as 
the  sixth  decade ;  and,  upon  any  reasonable  criticism  of  the 
synopCtsts,  their  sources  must  have  partially  existed  in  written 
form  by  the  opening  of  the  seventh  decade.  "Mox  eiixm 
libros  dc  Jesu  composilos  esse  puto,  vcl  in  cosdcm  usua  vel 
Theophilis  (qui  profccto  mutti  fuenint)  destinatos,  ut  intra 
viginti  fere  annos  a  Christi  exceuu  jam  copia  (puedain  laliura 
libroruiD  exstaret  Erat  enim  setas  ilia  htterarum  plena, 
novaque  religio  minime  intra  illiteratam  plebem  manebat" 
(Blass,  Aeta  Afi.  p.  $).  There  is  evidence  sufficient,  at  any 
rate,  to  prove  that  during  the  Pauline  period,  prior  to  the 
homilies  and  pastorals,  the  early  church  contained  the 
embryonic  phases  of  what  eventually  was  shaped  into  the 
canonical  gospels. 

The  subsequent  composition  of  the  gospels,  which  were 
contemporary  with  the  later  homilies,  had  the  tame  ends  of 
edification  in  view,  and  this  helps  to  explain  their  structure  and 
general  characteristics.  Euclidcs  in  the  TArattfus  ( 1 43)  describes 
the  way  in  which  he  recorded  ttie  conveisaiioiis  between  Socrates 
and  Thcatetus.  On  returning  fnim  Athens,  he  jotted  down  at 
once  some  notes  of  what  Socrates  had  told  him  {lypci^^ifr 
twefu^^m),  and  subsequently  wrote  on  from  memory.  Finally, 
whenever  he  rc-visited  Athens,  he  would  ask  Somtes  about 
uiything  he  had  forgotten,  and  then  make  corrections  in  hb 
manuscript.  None  of  the  synoptic  gospels  can  claim  any  such 
direct  relation  to  Jesus.  The  earliest  of  the  sources  upon  wbkh 
they  draw  were  not  composed  till  about  twenty  years  after  he 
died,  and  no  one  took  down  the  words  of  Jesus  during  his  life- 
time. Rctentivcncss  of  memory,  however,  and  the  needs  of 
the  Christian  halacha  in  the  churdies,  helped  to  carr>'  many 
of  these  words  thiough  the  preliminary  period  of  oral  tradition. 
But  even  when  the  earliest  literary  [noductx  rocie,  t^.  Q  and 
the  Ur-Marcus,  they  were  not  biographical.  Still  less  were  the 
subsequent  gospels.*  None  of  ihem  is  the  direct  transcript  of 
an  apmtle's  memories,  even  by  another  hatid.  Their  geart  is 
not  ttiat  of  biographies  so  much  as  of  memoirs  which  were 
written  Ik  irurriat  «it  rlimr,  in  order  to  convey  and  apply 
cctt^n  Christian  beliefs  about  the  person  of  the  Lord  Jesus,  the 

*Cp.  Hanuck,  'die  EvMtitclieri '  {Pifiii.JaArt,,  1904.  cxv.  pp^  a09C}i, 
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main  litctary '  dilference  being  that  the  gospels,  unlike,  eg.,  the 
SUmorahilia  of  Xcnopbon,  preserve  an  jmifcrsonal  tone.  The 
writer  docs  not  come  forward  in  the  course  of  ihe  nanative. 
E>~cn  in  the  ok  of  the  Third  gospel,  whuie  iiadiiion  has  done 
Diott,  not  only  for  the  question  of  the  authorship,  but  alio  for 
the  personal  traits  and  charaacr  of  the  author,  the  standpoint 
is  hardljr  less  objective  than  in  its  piedecewors.  1'his  apparent 
absence  of  personal  colouring  points  back  lo  one  cause.  It  is 
not  due  to  the  overmastering  impression  of  the  conlcnO,  nor 
even  to  the  literary  self-supprenion  which  Aristotle  praises  in 
Homer.  The  authors'  names  are  not  concealed  as  were  those 
of  the  Gotli:s  Frcunde  in  the  fourteenth  century,  lest  pride  of 
authorship  should  form  a  spiritual  peril  These  anonymous 
go«pcls*  represent  to  a  large  extent  the  final  shape  given  to 
collections  of  evangelic  matter  which  had  heen  previously 
composed  by  and  for  members  belonging  to  the  general  body 
of  the  Chr»lian  societies.  They  arc  communal  in  spirit  and 
shape — even  Luke's  is ;  they  resemble  the  pastorals  and 
epistles  in  this,  that  they  are  a  direct  outcome  of  living  inter- 
course and  mutual  service  within  the  Christian  communities. 
IlapaJomt  and  fia^nipiav  are  the  two  words  that  characterise 
their  contents,  for  ail  the  free  handling  of  their  materials  and 
the  creative  pressure,  naive  and  deliberate,  of  their  tendencies. 


(B)  MARK. 

LtTSRAToaa.— (a)  EditiMisffor ihc  pitrljiic *nil  mcdixvsl,  cp.  Swet«,  pjx 
erirC) — P.  PousBn't  Ct/nu  (Rome,  167J);  Y.\mn  {Cfmatnlariui,  177J); 
Kuduri'i  CbAim  I Hmcov,  1775U  K.  Friutchc  (LcipiiG,  l!ijo)|  Olsluuicn 
(|8S3,  Eng.  tr.  186]):  J.  A.  Atc>ui>(!«i>  (NVw  Vnrk,  i86j);  Ungc  (i86r, 
Eaf.  IT.  1866);  Peltcr (Landau.  1861):  A.  KtoMcrmonndSfi;);  F.C.Cook 
XSfaltt'i  Ctmm.  1878)  1  E.  H.  Plumplrc  {Ellketl'i  Con.  1879) ;  P.  Sduiu 
(iSSi)*!  PlUioo  (Paris,  1S83) ;  T.  M.  Lrnduy  (R<l>n.  n.  A.);  J.  Moil*nn, 
jT  A«/M/C>mMmiMry(Ean.  tSS<»:  Maxlett  ICGT.  1S7J);  Knabenbaucr 
IPsru.    iS94)i   Tidmiluil   (Muittlrr,  1S94);   G.   P.   Could   (/C'C.    1896): 

*Ja>tia'i  (thnic  Uw»iirTititrii/a,rt)  fat  \he  gMpcli  is  the  term  lucd  l>]r 
Moinccties  for  hii  woik  on  Apolloniiu  (Oilgcn,  t.  Citi.  vi.  41);  en  iu 
•(iplkktiililyioihc(3irittiBngcspclt,f^.,  >c«  \iyaMt'i RiHg.  VkitrmthHMgai, 
L  9J  L  i  Ilind't  Dtr  [Halfg,  i.  141  {.,  »nil  atxive  (p.  44f.|. 

<  Fof  lome  oulv  difficullics  (qunil  nee  ili  ipso  Kriptuin  coiulal  iwc  ab 
(iui  BpOBloli^  Mil  longo  poM  lempon:  a  iiiiitmsKlain  incnii  nominis  nitii) 
niied  by  ihia  (otute  of  ihe  ga«pc1it,  ttc  the  inicmting  coiropondcnce  of 
AqpMlne  Mid  PamlM  (apecj^ly  cpp.  Joaaa. ,  ssxiii. ). 
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n.  Weta  (—  Mtyer*.  1901)  1  A-  Afeniici,  T*t  KarHtH  Gftftt  (1901)* 
S.  D.  F.  Saliiion<1  {CB.  n.  A.);  Wcllhititcn  (1901)*;  V.  Row(P»(U.  1904): 
A.  lim,  Dii  EfgluH  MarJttu  M.  /.mttu  1190;)':  W.  P.  Diev  (Boittin.  1905)1 
Ou  Buiuon  (London,  1906);  Baljon  (1906)*;  E.  KltHirrinacin  {,HBNT. 
1907];  W.  Kelly  In).  1907]!  H.  K  Swr(t>  (i9oX)'i  H.  W.  Bmou,  TU 
BtgutntHg}  ^  GttftI  Slaty  {iijo^)*  ;  WohlenbctK  (2A'  1910). 

{h]   Studiei  (i. )  general  :—SiunrrT.  Ut^  At  OttftUn  J,   Srgtmmi  dn 
.Vantmt  (l8is>:  Mirhrlicn.  //ff  Avaifr/tt  ttm  Afartui  ;iS67);   P-  Bo*«- 

tlnaatialittin  Pnitytir  (Berlin.  1894I*  ;  Du  Ruumm.  Tlii  (Mgin  SRiS 
Puuliar  CHara/HriUiii  pf  tin  Gtiftt  t/  Si.  Mai*  (t8o6l:  Hulorn,  'itic 
EnUlehung  do  Mk-ETjilnM  auf  Grund  der  lyn.  V«tg1dchiing  nufi  ncnt 
unlmacht'  {BFT.  il.,  1898):  S.  D.  P.  A.  Silmond  {Dft.  ill.  34S->6]): 
[.  Wein,  dai  Ultili  Evf/m,  tin  Btitt»g  mm  I'errtJndifiii  Jei  Marlmt- 
Efglm  umi  dtr  altiila,  evang.  Uettrlu/tniM^  ;  (I903);  Jtlichci  {FKS m 
lii.  395f.):  K.  V.  A.  LinrW,  'Jtm*  in  KapcmMum'  (fn  IVriM-A^ 
twr  Jiri/JruHj  dti  Markmt- fv^iru,  1904:  dual  aocouni,  hUlnooI  and 
Icgindary,  in  1*'"};  hcAsy  {RffL.,  1904.  S<3-S>7)l  E.  D.  Buiton,  5/WXrt 
If!  Gtiftl  1/  Mark  (1904] ;  A.  S.  Barn«»  {MMtkly  Krview,  S«pt.  Oct. 
iqcn,JTS,,  1905.  1S7  (.,  356  f.};  R.  A.  llolfnunn.  Dal  Atarnu- Erglm 
iihJ  leiiu  QuiHtit  (Konipbcrg.  1904I ;  B.  Weisa.  dit  GitikifkiluAitil  At 
Marhit-Kt'glmt  (t90S):  K.  WcniUini;,  Ur-Martui,  Vmnik  eitur  H'itdtr- 
irrUrllung  ilir  iluil.  Milirilniti*H  del  Lthtiu  Jtm  (1905);  A.  MiUkr, 
GttiiiiiriifrKt  in  din  hvtiitn  natk  mMUmfr  Fcrtiinuftti.  190J  (Coa- 
Mrnulv*  Kply  to  Wernlc,  Wrede,  and  J.  W«iM]i  H.  ZlinmeriBana,  Drr 
MitUriidUr  Wtri  d.  ilMu  Oeieriiefiru«g  Mw  Jrr  Gfukichu  Jam  im 
Marrui-ErxHm  (190$! ;  A.  J.  Mulnn  (DCG.  iL  110-138)*  ;  H.  W«adli(f , 
Du  Entitthuttgda  hS»Kia-Evgtmi:  PMiiltgiuk*  ViUriKjhnngat  (1908): 
M.  Goffucl.  CttMmgiU  di  Mart  il  us  mffvrtt  attt  an.i  dr  MalhiiH  H  dt  l.Mf 
(Parit,  1909):  (ii-)  on  ii))ccial  tioinU:-~C.  L.  Rrboul  {l^uluU,  pdrr  Et'nigtt 
H'migi  tmr  ptumtiUH  Erftriihimg  d.  Mamii-Evgtm,  Onlha,  1876)1 
BBkhufwti.  van  Mancn.  2nd  CalJenfelt.  BtMrdtlingvmt  dt  tvnjt€itir*m  .1/1. 
m  Lk.  (l88s)  \  BloH.  ■Tcxlkriiiu-I>e  Bcni<:tktm|{<in  lu  M>rki»'|i'/'r,  1S99, 
3)  i  W.  Wrede,  Dil  MustasgtAtimaii  in  dtr  EvgliiH,  Zugia'ik  tin  Btitrtf 
■wM  Vtnliitdmis  dtj  Mitrau-Evglmi  (1901)*  •  Sprtu,  '  Lnckcn  im  Mktlni^ 
cranurlium'  {CW.  Hi.  a.  109-13S):  Buikiii,  Geifil  /HiWjr  and  in  7>nu> 
miiiien  (1906),  pp.  33-104;  11.  J.  lloUcminn.  AJUV.  a.  rS-40,  161 
('Die  Marcui-Contmvene  in  thier  heucigcn  UetUlt*}*,  and  B.  W, 
|/*i..l9l0,4l-«0). 
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3  I.  Oulline. — The  gospel'  opens  with  >  brief  summary  (t 
of  John  the  Baptist's  mission,  introducing  itic  liapiitin  and  tempta- 
lion  of  Jesus.  Then  begins  the  first  of  the  two  large  sections  of 
narratii'C,  describing  the  Galilean  (i'*-9'*)  and  the  Judicait 
(10-13)  ministry.     The  former  is  divided  into  an  account  of  ibe 

'On  ibe  score  of  the  opening  wordi,  Blau  {BFT.  itL  3.  p.  51)  denkt 
Ihal  Mk.  il  a  liietarji  work  at  all,     "  Th«  hook  ia  nM  a  irfT)|»jijm.  bat  ■  1 
i-vdfuw**!  ^'-  '  CM*M/M<BriW,  like  r«rMr'i  Cntmtatiirii^ 
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in  Eastern  Galilee  (i"~7**),  of  which  Kaphanuam  usually 
fonns  the  headquarters,  and  a  briefer  descriixion  of  work  in 
Northern  Galilee  (j**-^").  Returning  from  the  lattei  dislrict  to 
Kiphamaum  (9*^-),  Jesus  then  posses  southward  into  Judtca 
(i»-i3);  and  this  section  closes  with  his  triumphal  entry  into 
jenisalero  (n'"").  his  controversies  with  the  local  authoriiica 
(ii'^-ia**),  and  his  final  message  of  doom  and  judgment  on 
ihe  city  and  nation  (13''*'^)' 

Mark's  gospel  plunges  at  once  in  m/Jias  rti.  No  account  of 
the  birth  eitba  of  John  or  of  Jesus  is  furnished  at  the  outset ; 
all  m  get  is  a  brief  and  even  meagre  notice  (i''")  of  John's 
ministry  tv  t^  'p<i^  and  his  baptism  of  Jesus,  followed  by  a 
mention  of  the  subsequent  leoipcatinn  of  our  Lord.  The 
writer  hurries  on  to  depict  the  Galilean  ministry. 

(a)  No  DC*  (oction  of  the  goxpel  u  to  be  found  >t  S*"-,  itfhfch  h  merely 
the  ptelflde  to  t^"-  9"-  <^;  i.t.  \o  lli«  cloie  of  the  G&lilean  minblry ;  and 
the  toeitviaa  of  Peln  >t  Onsrci  Philippl  does  not  occupy  in  Mark  the 
ltr£«  and  pivotal  place  which  Ml.  and  Lk.  both  asngn  to  k.  (A)  tt  b  un> 
Dwcmty  to  luppme  ihat  ihe  wiiiei  hai  blumd  (in  6'"']  a  vitsl  critis  in  tbs 
liniaira  of  Jnut,  st  lliuueh  Ktfod'k  Itiuitilily  to  Jeius,  ■*  to  John  (in 
Jotcplni),  really  drove  him  into  a  lafe  rctircinenl  (lo  Kauch,  Zt/H'.,  1901, 
JO3-J08 1  WellhatBen.  Einl.  4S  and  on  Mark  6**,  and  Louy,  i.  90).  In  thU 
trenl.  lh>«<»ac«1lM  would  hiivc  oblilcraiMl  the  flight  of  Jnu*  before  Iletod. 
Kauch  OMTobontei  hi*  ticw  by  addadiiK  the  Syrlac  text  of  Mk  6"  which 
caiiD«cts  the  'ineMcni;en'  with  the  diiciplcs  of  John,  the  count  of  lhin|[S 
banc  that  Jcun  and  Julin'i  ailherenu  relitid  (occlhci  (&*'''*■  *•■).  But 
Ml.'*  iKaXBcnl  of  Mk.  al  ihii  point  (14")  ■>  <oa  artificial  to  be  claimed  *•  a 
aiioess  to  loaie  moie  primilire  tradition,  and  the  general  leconitruclionls 
ten  bypoihciial  (o  he  iiuii worthy. 

The  second  part  of  the  gospel  {lo'-is*^  describes  the 
Jadcan  ministry,  undertaken  with  the  shadow  of  his  death  at 
JeraaaJem  resting  upon  his  soul  (g").  The  route  taken  lies  on 
tb«  eastern  side  of  the  Jordan,  and  Jesus  passes  through  Jericho 
to  Bethany  (t  I ").  Hitherto  htr  has  only  met  the  Jewish  authori- 
ties defensively  in  controversy,  but  now  he  takes  the  initta- 
hve,  following  up  his  triumphal  entiy  into  the  capital  by  driving 
the  money-changers  and  traders  out  of  the  temple  (rr'"). 
Further  controversy  with  Ihe  authorities  follows  (11*^-11" 
i,is-iT  ijU^T  tiss-sr^;  then  a  prophetic  prediction  of  the  future 
13*''0  marlcs  the  close  and  climax  of  hix  jiublic  teaching.  'Die 
lining  part  of  the  book  narrates  mainly  the  circumstances 
of  his  arrest,  trial,  crucifixion,  and  burial  (u'-iS'Oi  breaking 
off  abruptly  with  an  account  of  how  two  women,  coming  to 
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anoint  his  corpse,  found  the  tomb  cmply  and'saw  an  sngd  who 
bade  them  and  the  rcti  or  the  disciples  return  to  Galilee :  Ihtn 
shall yev  see  him,  at  he  told yeu  (id'"*). 

(a)  The  doting  troid*  are  «(plMnei)  by  Abbott  \Dial.  {a?  C)  from  ibe 
mliKcideflnf  al  the  Hcbre*  original,  m  (hau{;b  Wt..'*  taid m*ki»g mi&  Mt. 
tnd  Lk.'s  tarritd  avrd  ta  rut  an  •  confuiion  between  nS  «nd  W  tuch  u  u 
fottnd  tn  LXX  of  Jo  %«*,  while  IhryftartJK  =  Mt.  >nil  Lk.'s  ttluld\  implUa  ■ 
■imilu  and  equally  natural  (cp.  LXX  Job  37",  It  tfr"  cic )  conruninn  brlvracB 
•rv  anil  'ytr\.  Thii  U  pl>ii\it>le.  bul  it  m  not  the  only  poiubI«  ei|>lmaiieB, 
•nd  ihc  other  evidence  for  a  lIcbnTW  orii;lna1  i*  not  f»i;ent. 

[A)  The  chronologit&I  sequence  of  the  gotpel  ii  briier  mukcd  in  it*  lacBc 
MClioM  than  io  dcUili.  The  Riiuion  of  John  Ihi  BapliM  b  detcribnl 
•dthout  any  note  of  ilt  period  (i"'),*  but  ii  dated  (i**)  before  the  mbuJoo  of 
JCfOI  began.  Even  in  what  follou^,  apart  from  the  reiterated  rf<Ki  and  tvi 
(lonetlmet  both  tnecthw),  Mk."*  amngernrni  l»  neither  ti>ni«eulive  i»of 
eohcrent  lep.  C'"-}  i  oemionally  he  d*tct  a  uylni;  or  incident  on  tlw  Sabbaib 
{l"  a"  6'),  and  twenty-four  hour»  t  co«r  !"■",  but  the  healing  of  the 
leper  (■*"') ''  undated,  the  return  t<>  Kaphamitum  taket  place  iC  ina^r  (I'l, 
and  the  succeeding  rncidenti  are  narrated  one  aftct  aoolhcr  without  any 
attempt  at  chr()nnl<i];i<:iil  order,  the  rare  ootn  of  sei^uence  tiein|[  quite  ra^e 
(t^.  4t  htlHui  rail  ^f'fxui  rdXir  itX.,  8').  IIow  lon|;  the  Galilean  tniision 
lasted,  or  the  sudden  viiii  to  the  terriiory  of  Tyre  (7*"-).  we  ate  not  told. 
Titc  two  ciccplionH  itre  the  translicuration  (lii  day*  after  the  pteviotu  coo- 
Tcraation,  g*)  and  the  passion-week  (1 1"-).  The  viiious  days  of  the  latter  are 
noted  (14'-  "  i6''').  Here  the  tradition  evidently  was  hlrly  eiaet  ai>d 
predie  (eveit  to  huuia,  15"!,  und  the  tame  primillvc  quality  attaches  to  the 
lOT^  lli^P»i  l(  of  9*  (lepioduced  by  Ml.  but  altered  by  Lk.  Into  tbe  rtgm 
iifil  tiiiifai  iKri),t  which  a  probably  equivalent  to  'ooe  week.'  reckoned 
liom  Sahlsth  to  Ssblwih  (ep.  Keim,  Iv.  )o8].  Tie  tradition  U  too  early  and 
naive  to  render  it  likely  that  this  chronology  is  arliGcial,  due  to  the  ei^aele* 
of  public  worship  {O.  llollimaan,  ttten/ai,  Eng.  tr.  p.  J44). 

I  a,  Atiaiysit. — The  abbreviated  and  cursory  character  of  the 
prologue  {i*";  cp.  Bacon,  JBL-,  1908,  84-106)  as  compared 
with  the  detailed  fulness  of  the  following  passages  in  the  goitpcl, 
has  suggested  three  solutions.  It  has  been  held  to  point,  {a)  in 
common  with  other  structural  phenomena  of  the  book,  to  the 
editing  of  an  Ur-Marcus ;  or  ifi)  to  Mark's  use  of  Q,  the  cooimon 
source  of  Matthew  and  Luke,  which  he  gencnilly  abridges ;  ot 
{f)  to  Mark's  dependence  upon  either  or  both  of  these  go«|>eU 

*Tha  ' (buy '  d*yi  of  the  lemplalion  {l"''*)  i*  tymbolic,  ai  in  Ae  ■*(cp. 
DCG.  ii.  150). 

t  Other  little  groupt  of  a  lUy'i  dulnei.  In  <»'■'*?)  4'"*'-  S*"  ^^  ^ 
II'"  tt*'»H»'-  I4'«  IS"-  l«". 

;  The  similar  phrase  in  Job  SO*  (iw0'  iiitlpM  Airii)  ti  more  definite  ;  btn 
Id  Tinthef  rur  \\  it  neoenoiy  to  think  of  lite  eli^ttnlay  week  u(  the  Konan 
olendat  (Mooiinsen,  Ret.  CArm^ltgie',  p.  aaS). 
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especially  Hilgenfeld  and  Badham).  The  first-named  is 
decidedly  superior  to  the  other  two  theories,  and  is  borne  out  by 
the  subsequent  traces  of  editorial  revision  throughout  the  gospel. 
No  attempt  {e.g.  von  Soden,  J.  Weiss)  to  disentangle  ttie  precise 
Pctnnc  tradiiioRS  or  source  is  convincing,*  but  the  work  of  the 
editor  in  combining  Mark's  record  with  logia  (r^.  in  i;*"'-  ii>* 
and  13),  in  inserting  summary  links,  and  in  re-arranging  the 
materials,  can  be  seen  from  t'"  "'>  onwards.  "  It  is  at  though 
the  type  of  Petrine  narrative  gospel  had  been  already  too  Tinnly 
fimd  lo  ftdmit  of  radical  recasting,  and  the  new  material  had 
been  added  in  adaptation  only,  and  for  the  most  [larl  in  the  form 
of  oieniotitcT  interpolations  and  suppleinenU "  (Bacoo,  p.  xxi). 

{a)  T1>e  unswiitic*  inta  which  in  ultra-lileruy  critidsm  of  the  gcspcli  ilip* 
mlUnliatci]  by  (he  conlUciinK  vicni  ukcn  of  >  pa>«ne  liVe  Mk  1*-",  It  >■ 
U  utiUatj  >0  nuke  ML  tad  Lk.  tipaniioos  of  Mk-  u  to  icc  in  Mk.  Iltlto 
mmw  Ami  an  khbrcfUlion  of  (he  Utijc  nirikliNt  in  Q  u|>on  which  Ml.  uid  Lk. 
whwui  iillji  drew.  Q'l  use  of  Mk.  uid  Mk.'t  uie  of  Q  (even  in  ■  jirimiliTe 
km)  are  eiiaiil;  mpcrBuoui  hcie.  Thnnighuut  Ihe  vholc  lettion  one  hM 
Ika  UBpccattMi  of  ■  wrilrf  who  ik  outlininjt  tajjidiy  K  famitiii  tlvty,  in  oiil«  lo 
Nack  Ihe  poiol  at  which  eiihcr  hivchjiracCeiiiiic  contiibuiion  oi  mote  p>i>Iia1ily 
the  KWtoe  before  bim  fint  begins.  Thno  ii  no  reuon  why  (he  factx  of 
ft-ap^  tbMild  hate  been  only  acccuiUlc  in  Q  or  In  any  ()(hn  documpnt.  tn 
thai  primitive  Chtiitlui  world  ercn  Q  had  no  mcmopaty  of  such  tmdliiAnt ; 
and  althovfh  fj  iicte  prioi  (o  Mk.,  thrrc  would  not  be  the  iligliiat  oeccMtily 
to  pMlslale  any  d»cuTnentjjy  tomee  fiom  which  the  IkKrr  niuirt  hart  drawn 
the  ooMenti  or  creo  the  form  t  of  the  lummoxy  ia  l''".  Spitia,  who  tepird* 
IfXt  ^  ii»Yfi^l»v  *l<r0Hi  X^TDii  (uIoJ  Siai)  u  a  title,  fufihet  conjcclnres 
diM  about  a  pice  of  the  orijpnal  auiogmph  hu  been  lost  before  ■*,  linoe 
f$in  ttftmrrai  n\.  cannot  be  suppoted  to  introduce  ■  *enlencc,  much  Icai 
a  paiagreph.  Tbi*  Introductory  pace  muai  have  dcKrihrd  Ihe  kdtent  of  the 
btflja,  Icceihei  with  Ihe  genealogy  and  birth  of  Jeiui ;  but  the  reaaona  for 
thM  'noat'  are  a*  ilendet  ai  ih»M  for  timilir  omiBiom  Ltetweea  I*  and  1*,  In 
t'',anda«3^(Z.VIK,  1904,  30st.  1  C'rt.  iii.  2,  pp.  iM-ijS). 

(1}  In  Ox  following  *ection,  which  twlonged  to  the  Ur-Uaicu*.  1**  ia 
plunly  proleplic.  Mark  t  dwulta  on  the  wnletpicad  impresDon  made 
lh(ou|ftoiil  Galilee  by  the  eipaliion  ol  Ihe  unclean  f,piril :  lint  even  an 
Imaadhu  inprewDO  (iMi)*)  of  thU  kind  ii  not  nude  in  a  few  luinulca, 
whtieaa  he  pica  oa  la  v."  to  describe  what  Jesus  did  aiker  leaving  the 

*  Oo  the  other  hand,  it  is  hypeierilical  to  reject  not  only  the  Petrine 
Imtilinn  pmrrrcd  ia  hpiat,  tiul  (he  poulbility  of  lindini;  any  dcfinile  Fetritic 
hadtfcitlhcHocieiin  Mk,  ssM.  BiUcknerdoei  (ZA'lt'.,  1907,48^), 

f  la  1"  it  1^1  back  to  Test.  Naphl.  8  1  i  ii4,^«\»>  ^t6(rrat  i^i  t/iCit,  (oJ 

X  it.  la  Goavenicncc  the  compotcr  oS  (he  noipel,  ai  diitinculihcd  from 
lbtMaikofth«Uf.Ua>ci». 
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tfifgofiM  on  Ihal  vmy  day.  l""*  crrixinly  hanp  Ios«thn :  Ibe  pictuw  el 
k  lingle  day'*  Mlivily  it  a  hbtorical  oni  lilenity  unity.  Vul  l"^,  Ihough 
evidently  mnnt  lo  fallow  i*  (as  a  ipccimen  of  ihe  riOKitmi  Acte 
mcniiociH)  in  citder  lo  tiplatn  Cliri»i'»  avuidanw  of  xht  <-ilio»  )i").  loreely 


inltodutcs  a"',  which  protubly  ciiiicd  in  the  Ur-Miicu*  in  a  detMhfd 
form.*  a"*-  tccint  (n  echo  i'"-.  >>u(  Ihe  call  uf  L«vi  ii  mncRibcccd 
principally  for  the  take  of  the  (anxiut  reply  eS  Jetua  lo  (h*  uribn  uf  Iha 
Phariiect  (l"""),  The  follawing  ki  of  uyingi  upon  butins  {»""■)  are  merely 
topiollj  connected  with  the  iiiciirdin^  context :  il  is  imprmitile  lo  be  nire 
Ihallhe  order  IxconKculive,  or  even  tha*  both  deb*tei(oc  either)  occurred  at  to 
auly  a  period,  for  though  both  Ml.  and  Lie.  «inphaabe  the  chronological  ordei, 
ihb  only  prove*  chat  the)'  had  no  other  outline  lo  fall  back  upon.  The 
cycle  of  conflicl  iioria  is  ihen  rounded  off  by  two  (a**^  j'-*)  which  arc  let  In 
very  TBgue  conneciiotii  ol  time,  white  i"  leemB  hardly  to  have  lain  originttlly 
next  t".  The  encfiuniei  with  the  ("haiiuilc  auiharilin,  which  natuntlty  araw 
&oro  thefreeoburrvmce  of  the  Sabbaih  and  the  lynagopw.minittry  of  Jenu 
[]■'*},  cloiei  with  u,n  ulluiion  lo  Itie  Phaiiwn  and  Herodiana  (J*)  which  agaio 
U  proleptic  (q>.  ii"j.  But  Ihe  fact  that  Jeiui  had  already  ratted  Ihe 
iuqilcioni  of  the  authotilies  eiplunn  the  inquiiitoiial  risitiof  ihe  Jemialcm' 
icribca  in  j'*  and  j'.  Mnntiinc  Mark  add*  a  thon  cenml  pvacnph  lo  sum 
up  ihe  increating  popularity  of  Jetus  not  merely  in  Galilee,  but  tu  bej-ond  iii 
confines  (j'"J. 

{f)  Thia  pat>t;rapli  forma  a  inuiaiilon  between  the  openln|[  trctlon  of  the 
|o*pd  (where  il  throw*  the  popular  enthuiiatni  into  relief  igunic  the 
malcToleDt  criticbin  of  the  luiihuriiic*)  and  the  following  tedion  O"*^") 
which  bcclM  by  dcKribintc  how  Jctut  btfftD  to  provide  for  the  fmuic.  In  view 
of  the  deinimdt  and  the  dangers  of  the  work,  by  otf^nising  hi*  ditdples. 
Twelve  are  chotcn  (j""")  to  pnu'h  and  to  cut  out  demona,  nM  lo  beal 
Hcktieuct — •  (unction  which  Mark,  unlike  Matthew  no')  end  Luke  (9*). 
ftatrva  for  Jau*  himself,  t  But  no  minion  is  assigned  them  liU  the  dose  of 
the  section  (1^'''"),  and  Mark  again  (illi  up  hU  itcord  with  materiala  which  are 
both  va|!Uely  located  (cp.  3**]  and  loosely  eonncctod.  The  firM  of  ibcac  b 
the  defence  of  Jeiui  acainat  •  charge  of  injanily  hrounht  asaiiisl  Um  by  the 
scribes  from  Jetunlcm,  whote  Interhrence  ii  topically  act  in  an  actouiit  of 

■  aimiiar  interference  by  his  own  family  {3""*)-  The  lakeside  teadiinji!  1* 
then  resumed  [4',  cp.  a"  3"') ;  but  inttnd  of  describing  ai  usual  the  effccl, 
Mark  now  ^Wrt  a  tpccimen  of  it*  contents  (not  nKcatarily  borroaetl  (rum  <^l. 
Wbal  Jciui  tauehl  in  the  synngogues  ii  not  explicitly  repotted  (but  cp. 
Lk  4"'")-  On  the  oiher  hand,  a  aelectioB  from  Ihe  parables  spoken  to  the 
open.air  andieiKS  ii  pretrenird,  containing  three  parablo  (4**  •*•■  "■•'). 
with  a  diactualon  ol  ihe  paraliotlc  method  in  general  |4"''*|  and  an  cipluu- 
lloo  of  the  GiM  parable  (4'^*).  InterpoUled  between  thit  and  Ihe  second 
paiable  ia  a  saying  upon  tlie  lARip.  apropos  of  the  duty  of  ^ennru  loi 

■  diaeiple  (4"'*).  Aa  his  houera,  after  v.",  are  the  disciples,  it  alinosi 
fotlowa  that  VT.**  <cp.  the  a#T>ri  o(  v."),  which  pt««appo*a  the  crowd, 

*  The  scribe*  and  Phariae«*  do  not  punue  Jetua  otw  the  eouMir  I  ihey 
wait  till  he  finillwa  a  lour  or  journey  |cp.  }"•  7"  8'"'). 

t  Aki  niatlct  cf  fJKt,  hawei«r,  Ihcv  do  heal,  when  the  time  come*(6'*''*). 


^ 
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unptMj  fallowed  **.■'*.  This  cyde  or  Mvingt  it  now  elowly  tln1i,«t 
ttirotwiopalljr  ti>  ■  tjclc  of  mirmculoui  dctds  l4'*-5''t  cp.  4'  =  4'*.  the 
■cooDd  biBf  dfty*!  piocccdlnQi  namled  by  Maik),  <lrpiciin|[  ih«  power  nl 
}tam  o«e(  Ihe  fotcn  of  iMtut«  (4'~"),  uncltan  ipiriu  ($'")•  lUkntn  (s**")! 
sod  dtaUi  (^■'*-  "^1.  Thrw  incidcnti  »«  cluwly  »nd  chronologinJIy  »el. 
Itot  lut  KCpliMl  tcccpiion  at  Nuucth  (6''^)  u  an  cmlic  boutder,*  like  ihr 
niMqacnl  acnnint  of  Ibc  commitsuin  of  the  twelve,  which  look  place  durit^; 
lome  pitachlng  lour  (6*^"). 

M  llw  '•■ne  of  Jetut  on  Ihli  tour  tnche*  the  eui  of  llerod  Amijas.. 
wboM  oomdmo*  U  traabhtd  by  the  *ppmance  of  one  whom  he  take*  to  hr 
John  the  BapUtt  nJivitmi  |6"^) ;  bui  Muk  hu  noihSnR  lo  ny  of  any 
pMoalkiDi  ukeo  by  Herod,  or  even  of  what  Jeiui  »id  or  did  during  ihc 
•bMOM  of  thr  iHtciplet.  He  4lniply  iiroccctk  lu  imrralc  a  CDUp1«  of  inira<kri 
(fi*"**  """)  which  happened  immcdiBlely  aJler  iheir  rdun.  and  to  nole  ihc 
oaabated  popolarity  of  Jmit  at  a  healer  of  rliieniei  (6"'**),     Then  followi 

■  clMt«  of  Myln|[i  oo  iiue  purily  u  oppoud  to  ceremonial,  occadoned  >>y 

■  rail  of  the  Phaiiieei  and  ■oibn  from  Jeruialem  (7''*}.  Ha  motive  li. 
■■■1,11  nrt  fat  ibt  ocal  move  north  Into  (he  TjTian  country  (7**^),  and  only 
o<w  incideni  li  tecordcd  —  thc  cure  of  a  Syrophoenicinn  u'oman'x  daughter  t 
On  tbc  way  Ijuli.t  or  ponlbly  afiei  his  leiiim,  a  deaf  and  duml)  man  it  cured 
'T***)!  ^  ihc  tafidenl  Itnul  fixed  io  any  lime  m  place.  The  next  icclion 
(8*^  net  ottly  opens  vaguely  (8'),  but  conlaini  material  which  It  pwallel  in. 
o>  •  doplJMIe  of,  6^*1  vn.  a  roltacle  of  feeding  (lt''"=6''-)  in  an  ont-of-ihe- 
*ay  ^lot.  followed  by  tn  enuouiUcr  with  the  Phatiten  {S'"-.  cp.  7'*-),  and 
a  CutE  (8^.  ep.  7*"').  The  eharacteriitic  (raiw  of  ihe  icparale  aioilct  are 
peolkbly  doe  lo  oral  liadilion  :  ihctr  agiccmenlii,  which  nulwrigh  their  differ- 
ewm,  wem  lo  denote  a  common,  tlngtc  type  i  their  Juxlapotlllon  it  lltrnry 
rMhet  thaa  the  renili  of  oral  itidiiion. 

(()  T^  following  (fi<);nient  nf  teaching  delivered  on  Ihe  way  cortii  to 
CaMfea  Phillppi  inaik*  a  more  private  and  irq;!c  phaic  In  Ihe  goipel 
{8*'}l  Ibe  title  of  Jetui  ai  the  Christ  imphet  a  resolute  tenunclaiion  tnd 
c«al«HiMi  en  the  put  of  hit  ditciptn.  tn  whom  he  now  iniparU  tpecia) 
llllililliiii  But  at  the  lerm  rir  tx^or  in  S**  thowt,  V-  doea  not  belong  lo 
(Ma  putknlae  cycle  of  teaching :  it  it  one  of  the  inlcrcalaliom  of  ihe  ediicir 
who  clMWhcte  |7")  iniioducn  a  crowd  ((hough  not  nrccitarily  from  Lb  l^"). 
A  certain  loughncu  of  aiiaiigcment  or  diilocitlon  of  the  nalursU  oider  [* 
crideM  indeed  in  the  whole  nf  S"-^'*,  where  8*"-  teemi  (o  be  rnumedl  in 
g^>*afta  the  bnak  of  9*~" ;  but  wjurcc  and  editor  ate  not  eatily  ddenlanglcd 


'  lix  poaitian  oeai  to  6**'  if  meant  lo  Mng  out  the  contrast  between 
Ontu'i  rejection  by  hia  own  people  and  (be  inectaa  of  hit  ditciplet  abroad. 

t  Hete  only,  by  a  tirrigncr,  is  Jesui  called  ullpivf  in  Mk.,  and  here  only 
does  Uk  wiiict  leprtMMl  him  a*  healing  at  a  distance  from  the  patient. 

2  Unlett  ■<  an  lo  Mppeac  thai  Jctut  took  a  long  and  apparenlly 
[Hirpfakw  drealar  toot  north  and  cut  and  touth,  il  it  bcltet,  uilh 
TIfi Hhfirn.  lo  regard  Suien  as  an  enoncoiit  rendering  of  p'v  (Saidnn  = 
Bethmdal :  (p.  8"  and  Mt  1 1". 

f  The  HQcMkin  that  9"''*  ihoold  fe»d  9"-  '»»■'•• »  certainly  dean  up  the 
r,  and  ti  preferable  (o  deleting  9"^  '*■  (Wenle)  m  •  gloM. 
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BtooalA/r.,  189S,  pfL  S4ir.,   t90J,  pp.  »j6f.|  tc2Brdt9*'"u  pnetlcally 

■  dupllcitc  of  S"-^',  9"'",  which  it  inlntu|itt  wilh  ill  viiionincidcDl  Boch 
ki  Ac:9'*'-ll''>pieccdei  13-1;:  iMny  {KlffC.,  1904,  pp.  3861.,  1907,  p.  446) 
ui>i|:ni  *"■•*  9'-  "-"  lo  a  ptimitive  upaniw  iouice  i  fttid  Schwcitxn  {Dai 
jiirmi/maAJ.  ii.  5Sf.)  pul>  S^-^i'  Iwck  into  Iha  Bclhnida-peiioil  (fr"-").  On 
Wcllhaittcfi'i ubiiiaiy  chartcioiutinn  of  S''-io'*(£i'm/.  Sif.}H> tettcciioa 
of  the  lain  Chniiicn  cnmcioumcs,  q>.  Dtnaef,  Jittu  tmd  tkt  Gufti, 
iSif. 

Th«  twofold  apologetic  motive  of  tlic  lr<LntliEuri,tion-ita«7  i*  tiibly  obrloM : 
vl&  to  tntel  Ihc  ubjcction  laiicil  by  the  Elijsli-tnttilion  (cp.  Juuia,  £H»i,  49)1 
and  lo  expUin  how  tlw  ctudlic<l  Jctut  ciiuld  lie  the  Chtltt  ot  God.  The 
formtt  it  eniphuiiri!  by  Muk  :  the  laim  i*  ipecially  brought  oat  bv  Ml. 
anj  Luke.  It  hat  liccn  conjccltircd  that  the  Irmmlipintton  *  originally 
rcprcKnlcd  an  appcaiicicc  of  Jenu  dx  day*  aflet  death  (WclltiMUon  on 
Mk  9"  'vielleichi  der  aliette  in  den  KvoDgdieo,'  cp.  l<oisy,  Ev^Hg.  S/t.  U. 
39-40]  to  the  diMipIn  ill  Galik'^tMl  l8"J :  but  tiiou);ti  Peter  ■>  pToaunent 
hcfe  (9*  cp.  S*|,  Ihii  ii  hatdly  enungh  by  itKlf  to  prove  (hat  [he  vlxion  litlin 
»ilh  ibal  of  I  Co  IS*.  On  Ihe  oihei  hand,  in  a  P  !**■"  (he  ptophelic 
annuunc«mcnt  by  Joi»  of  Peter'*  dnih  (cp.  Jn  ii'"-)  it  followed  by  tu* 
allusion  to  the  viiion  and  voice  an  ihe  holy  mounUJn  which  { IIolniaiMl,  cp. 
Spitt*'*manogmph,  pp.  SQf.Joiiglit  refccioap-istcetunectioniiiion  like  (bit, 
M  b  plainly  the  caitc  in  Jit  Aftxa/ffu  if  Ftur  (fj  z  f.  |,  wheie  Ihe  twelve  00 

■  monnulD  niih  the  liten  Lord  lec  two  deputed  winti  in  ndiaM  btm 
l/iwpoeStr  TvO  ivpltv, 

</|  The  uceouni  ot  Ihe  tnnalii;uratian  (9^"]  U  followed  by  lh«  frpulriwi 
of  an  evil  ipiili  fiom  ■  boy  (9"'*).  the  lul  mincle  in  Galilee  thus  btkHifiin 
h>  ibe  tsmc  clwa  a*  the  fint  (I*"').  The  doaing  paragraph  on  the  Galilean 
niHiaii  coiiki.t*  of  lome  fa4[nienU  from  the  private  oDvcnuion  o(  Jews 
•nd  his  diKipIci  (9^'"],  which  ihe  ediloi  hu  iiucrted  wiihoui  any  cicae  ttnks. 
Jciui  it  nu  lon|^  prcnching  or  healing ;  hit  whole  atlention  ii  conoentmUd 
CO  ihe  inner  ctide  of  hit  odherenlk  9"'"  tecmi  lalllcT  iaolaled,  eiptcially  if 
the  cuiioui  v."  (allini;  the  twelve,  when  he  ma  already  with  Ibcm  'X  which 
it  putly  uniilied  by  U,  it  taken  lu  ui  editorial  link  betHfen  ■*'**  and 
(i.n  (VVellhauten).  9*^  certainly  betonged  originally  lo  anuther  tile;  its 
present  poiition  it  due  to  the  topical  mention  of  (he  Name  (9**-  "1^  end  9* 
h  (he  muft  nalnoJ  tequci,  at  any  late,  lo  9**.  In  9**"  Ihe  ditcowM  ap- 
parently become*  itill  more  diKonnecled  and  obacure,  bol  the  closing  nM« 
(9^)  u  DO  the  same  key  ai  the  o)>eiiing  (9™). 

(f)  The  final  ilepuiureof  Je»ut  fioni  Galilee  (io''*|  mark*  the  faoBioniiV 
of  the  JudiEao  miniiuy  (10-13),  '^^hc  deloili  of  thii  are  scnnly  and  vagae 
vnlll  he  roachea  Jeeiitalrni,  when  the  record  lieoomoi  luddcfily  rickee. 
Thiu  the  ditcuuian  with  (he  PIkaritees  on  divorce  |io*'")  appaieclly  gecun 
in  the  opeO'W  (cp.  v."),  but  the  letting  of  the  incidtoi  ii  amlnguoia. 
Two  Incidenli  of  travel  follow  (to"''*''**"),  ullet  which  ihe  nimlivc  beconwa 
vivid  (lo"*'],  though  the  rojucit  of  James  and  John  (10^' J  come*  abtuptly 

*  O.Scbmledcl(/^aMA/<'vMr'>*'</. /.'^'■'••/''M'/i'r'f^AjHv'.Sif.lpaMialatei 
a  smiUt  origin  for  the  ijnupiic  slonei  of  the  fecdine  of  the  3000  and  ihe 
walking  on  the  sn  (Mk  6"'-  etc). 


1 


I 


« 


I 


Tbc  OH*  el  ifac  Uind  Icoat  antnk  Jtfkfao  (lo**^ 
MB  tA6ut*j  •  ii«4  poiai  In  tbe  {ifWtivc  imbiwn ;  It  i«  (b«  oaljr  cut 
MM^  tqt  JciM  oMbide  GbEIcc,  uid  U  nnuki,  br  ibe  bcQpu'i  ■wfawtiaa 
^y^^»ttt0  StK^Dtmd,  thr  iif rnir^  irn,i  nihil  niinMiir  iinfi)  tMotlx 
Ofbl  (■■'-"V  T^  riw  of  tbe  wittqtal  dklngat»  Mtd  dknwncs  b 
At  ifflL  (<p.  ii"),  «twR  he  qxncb  th«  dtj-  bni  na*  Ibe  nicht  t  ba 
iH^ifMBUn  an  u  Bcthu]'  (it"-"}.  Titt  ckuuinc  of  ibe  Mnple 
lll"^h  i— nrilin  itir  ijmt  ilir  tforj  oT  Ibe  blighMd  fig-tree  {11**-^  "), 
IB  I  Hill  Mak  hn,  u  sanl.  ■lUcbel  (rrcnl  i&|ianu  ajrli^  ll  i*"-).  I» 
I «l  !■  fiBiifiii.  JcRn  uleneei and outvili Ibe  oflteUI  putlei  ww  aftet 
TW  c&BU  of  these  i*  tbe  BdoiaBaa  of  •  Kcibef  thu  Jcbi*  a  • 
I  (I^),  whcKapea  Jean  taka  ibe  in!ikt!«e  (ii*^)  b*F  attacWnc 
[  aad  condKt  (la^)  of  the  Kiibci,  lo  ibe  delight  of  tbe  people. 
!  n^JtiMWabwa  UBditncnot  hiiclbciples  but  ib«  public  t  in  I3>'", 
I  bta*  tbe  dote  of  the  Judxao  micUtiy  uid  the  dimu  at 
Ih  w.iiti«M  with  Ok  tenfile,  Ibe  editor,  bjr  anns  ibe  huJI  »poc*)ypK, 
wpre«tnt«  Um  aa  bamttlBC  fbc  farntc  ciretc  of  Ut  dbciple*  ptirMely  ap»a 
Ae  fatue  Jutwiukjei  of  ibe  tenple  and  ibe  proapecu  of  bii  owo  oiiue. 

(i)  Tbe  aon  at  the  Pudoa  bov  l<«ciM  (k").  the  actoml  of  the 
BmAiaj  of  Jodaa  bciog  Jntempled  bj  that  of  the  anomlliiK  at  BctlHBy 
11^4^  and  fclkwcd  tijr  Ibat  of  the  cclebratioa  of  tbe  puaava  (■4<***). 
WUc  M^"  i*  njedcd  »  unhlHoikml  b^  critka  tike  Brandt  and 
VaBhraMB,  ll  ia  deleud  by  Spitu  (£Av.  I.  i6$f.)  on  firoundt  tbat  are 
hanUr  BOfc  Kb)  ihaa  dwac  oa  vhich  ^MMChiZNW.,  1904.  5oS-jt4)b>Ra 
Ua  ibaoty  that  14**'"  forma  a  klet  kIom,  intended  to  make  the  meal  a 
laiiiii  iinnm  Only  when  w.'^"  are  umHted,  doca  the  abtence  of 
A'l<yarA>|ta  io  e."  term  uipiciuui  (c{].  v.i*),  ai  thooth  the  tupper  had 
laca  pntapa  caica  al  Bethany  (so,  t.£.,  WcndlingK  14'^'*  b  itM  an 
■ihiiiiiiial  iliniliiati  nl  ii'"*,  and  there  I*  nuihini;  In  the  Wyleoflhe  pan^e 
U  «an«nl  any  H^dos  ot  liter  editorial  handlini;.  O.  Iloltimann  {Itttn 
JbM,  (b.  iSLK  who  place*  ]n  y^-S"  before  Mk  ii".  tc^arda  Chrut** 
TMiBct  on  ttu  vomao  ta  an  inciJrnt  at  the  brginning  of  llio  Mnndty  when 
bt  au  tbe  paaovet  evening  mcil  wiih  hit  diicipla,  and  arguu  that  ■* 
■eilhet  Jei^ noi bb diicipln  can  have  been  buky  wiih  prtpantians  for  that 
■nl,  Ibt  allarinatloD  of  Mk  t4'>->*  would  btvlvc  tlic  I<m  of  any  iradilion 
labMbig  to  Ibe  earlier  port  of  that  day,— «  lou  which  would  be  incrtdiblr, 
MHC  ibe  £idp1c*  were  far  ftom  likely  10  foigci  the  taxt  day  ihcy  tpenl  ia  [he 
eMipwyof  their  Manet.  Thii  b  subtle,  but  not  unlnie  lo  Ibe  \usioifM 
pqdMlogy  of  the  vluailon.  For  the  theory  that  the  limerffeteocea  In 
Uatk't  Kory  of  (he  pauion-wcel:  uete  not  b  (he  Ur-Mjiieua,  cp.  J.  Wein 
\DCC.  U.  StyVA):  for  deified  criiiciim  of  Ihe  Irialitoiiei,  use  Mol&ir, 
DCG.  iL  749-759- 

S  3.  Stn/aurt. — Thi*  survey  (i.)  shows  ihtt,  while  Ihc  general 
■cbeme  is  dear,  Mark's  arrangement  of  nialciials  is  often  topical 

*  Here  ic^^  n  teenndary,  at  comparad  will)  the  Lucan  vrnion  (ii'*'*'). 

t  Kdiher  la"-*"  iwr  e^en  li'*^"  1*  doiely  related  to  llili  period,  and 
ptobalily  Vk-  (l^"*")  >>  "K*"  ■"  placing  the  lomiet  ai  an  earlier  phaae  of  the 
nunitity, 
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rather  than  historical.  Sayings  and  incidents  are  grouped  in  a  way 
which  suggi:stB  nol  so  much  chronological  sequence  as  similarity 
of  subject-matter.  Hence  the  critidsm  of  Papiu  is  jtiMified,  if  \l 
rer«TTed  to  order.  Compared  with  the  Fourth  gosiicl,  whose 
carefully  marked  sequences  were  familiar  and  popular  in  Asia 
Minor  in  the  openin);  of  the  second  century,  the  narrative  of 
Mark  would  appear  itrrgular.  In  the  second  place  (iL),  Mark's 
gospel  is  plainly  a  composition,  not  in  the  iiense  in  which  Mt.aivd 
Lk.  are,  but  still  in  a  noiiocablc  degree  of  ita  own.  It  is  not  an 
artless  transcript  of  oral  reminisocnces.  The  author  has  had 
before  him  various  materials,  not  only  oral  hut  also  written 
sowoet,  which  he  hut  occasionally  re-arrangcd.*  I'hc  narratives 
betray  unevenness  at  certain  points ;  gaps  and  breaks  occur,  and 
more  than  one  current  or  opinion  or  tradition  may  be  detected. 
The  problem  of  literary  aiticism  which  rcsuUx  from  these  data 
is,  whether  there  is  adequate  evidence  to  prove  that  more  than 
one  hand  need  be  traced  in  the  composition  of  the  gospel,  or 
whether  such  editorial  manipulation  as  can  be  unl>ared  may  not 
have  been  the  work  of  John  Mark  himself,  to  whom  the  first 
draft  of  the  Petrine  reminiscence«  wa.s  due.  There  are  two 
a  priori  reasons  for  hesicalion  in  attempting  an  analysis  of  Mark 
into  an  original  edition  which  has  been  revised  or  amplified  by 
a  later  writer,  (a)  We  cannot  assume  that  what  appear  to  be 
secondary  elements  were  not  already  present  to  some  extent  in 
the  Pcirine  tradition  which  formed  the  basis  of  the  original 
goB|)c1 ;  by  the  time  that  Mark  took  down  ilie  reminiscences  of 
Peter  there  was  ample  time  for  the  oral  tradition  of  the  primitive 
diurches  to  have  filled  out  some  of  the  sayings  of  our  Lord,  and 
for  elements  of  reflection  and  distortion  to  have  crept  in.  (4) 
The  uniformity  of  langu^^c,  both  in  style  and  vocabulary  con- 
stitutes a  second  reason  ;  but,  although  Wcndling  has  driven  the 
linguistic  and  stylistic  argumt^nt  to  the  verge  of  unreality,  there 
are  nevertheless  traces  of  strata,  and  such  uniformity  as  may 
be  found  is  as  likely  to  be  the  work  of  the  final  editor.    These 

*  "  Duu  unc  izuTTc  tiusi  peu  Utiiiiiifc,  1e  d^but  de  cohciion  n'eu  pai 
line  picuvi  dc  icdadian  tnulliple.  M»ii  i'lncoheivnec  qu'on  poomit  ippelet 
positive,  le  d^uMord  cttire  let  nKnccADX  juiUpcM^  <)ui  procfakM  da 
eounnU  d'idte  tr«s  difftrcoit,  raccumulairoa  dc  daon^  dUpuaie*  qui  «e 
laincot  rNomlitutr  en  Kroupe*  honn>cine»,  c>rvt6ritf*  chkcnn  par  an* 
Imptrr!*'*  diffincle.  In  doublet  cmploit  pcuvcnt  *.UciIec.  id  comme  uUenn, 
lacombiaaiian  dn  indiiioiu  ou  du  tourcoi  teritca  tl  la  compUulcdu  travail 
rcdaciluoud  "  (LuUr.  ^  Sj-W). 


937 


teuons,  iherefore,  suggest  haitalion  not  in  the  accepumce  but 
in  (he  working  out  of  the  hypoihc^is  that  the  canonical  Mark, 
written  shortly  alter  A.r>.  70,  is  based  for  the  most  part  on 
Mark's  draft  of  the  Pctrine  reminiscences. 

The  liypulli««>  thit  out  cuionical  M»k  rrpincniB  ihe  Utct  cdiiioa  of 
m  sulln  dooiieent,  oi  that  it  cin  t>e  iiULlytc<l  tnio  two  ur  more  different 
KMueet,  aity  be  taucd  either  upon  canHdentioni  dcau-n  (lom  the  Interiul 
anc(iiieofihc|[(nptlilull(w, '■/.>  f-  Kw>1d,  Wcndlin);.  WclI)i>HM'n).orfroin 
■  CQWpwiMn  of  iuconlenU  wlih  ihoK  of  ML  and  l.uhe  (tu,  r,g.,  }.  W<iw, 
{UtUIc,  Ton  Soden).  It  hu  undergone  varioui  Tiduiiudci.  Adfocaleil 
fnrawilj  bj  Holtmunn,  ti  wu  <>oikc<J  out  by  Sclienkil,  WciBeabwh, 
WIttkhtn  and  othert,  ctpccially  by  Serin.  Jaeobien,  and  MangoUi. 
Wditfcfcer  then  puthed  the  anatytu  of  Mb.  ttitl  futlher,  and  more  rceent 
BlIcMptt  at  a  prc'Canooical  lourcc  01  tourer*  ate  to  tie  t«rn  in  tlic  otay*  of 
BrpM^iXA:,  iSSi,  pp,  i6il.).  Feioe  (//*/■.  iSB6''i£83l.  and  J.  Wcia 
{SJC.,  1S90,  pp.  555 f..  1891,  pp.  3S9f.).  One  motive  wbich  actuated  lome 
of  iImm  oilka  WW  the  Hetiie  10  reconilruct  the  orieiniil  Mailt  of  Papias; 
bat,  iodepcndeiilljr  of  thii,  others  have  wotkeil  oui  a  wrio  of  KCondary 
faainiei.  Pauline  or  apofiolic  which  have  ovcilaid  the  ptimiiiix  matetiali  of 
ibc  Pcinne  11017  (^  recently  Schmledel  in  £fii.  lS44f.)-  Thui  U'emllini; 
aetnally  liacei  l<n>  diSefenl  aouicc*,  in  addition  to  an  editor,  thraiighout  th« 
pap<L  M',  v>  Aramaic  louiec,  lepreaenu  the  primitive,  tealiaiic  iioptck- 
tloo  or  Jeau  the  teacher,  conveyed  by  Teier,  Thii  wai  itinilaled  into 
Gndk  br  U^  with  poelical  and  aitiiiic  aiMiitont  of  hii  own  i>i  bring  out  the 
■HWiiiamiil  [Hill  1 11  iifji  III!  llii  divine  meMiah,  the  Son  of  Man  who  inakrt 
aMJstwy  of  hia  ptwon.  Finally,  a  rcdaclor  (^Br),  whotc  dogniatii;  inlemla 
otinoih  hi*  hiiturical  tenae,  interted  aomc  pawa|[ca  (/^  t'*'  $"■  ■"-  etc.) 
aad  edited  olbrn  H^.  »"■  it'"-  "^  and  la"^).  But  thil,  apart  from  the 
lack  c4  niflicitnl  criteria  in  tlylc,  >nipli<»  loo  rigid  and  a^rwn'a  conccplion 
ofllM  derelopmeDta  of  primiiivc  Chiinology.  Kivn  an  lneideRi«1  alKi*i»n 
Uclbuof  l**thow*tbat  Jesui  inu  more  Ihiii  a  teacher  io  Ibc  earliest  >outee, 
•ad  aaany  of  VfeBdting'i  kpecial  reaiilu  arc  too  huhjecti>«  and  dogmatic  to 
flSra«*iKl aiKal (qi.  Meniio,  />eHtm af  Tkii^gy  aiU Pkitetepky,  ii.  pp.  ]-6|, 
The  civer.«lalN>ral)an  of  the  theory  will  t>e  tein  from  tlie  following  outline  \— 
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scheme  postulatn  tw 
wtliun  liy  Muk  for  Jewish  ChdMiani  uid 
end  longer  u-oikl  employed  by  ihe  ononiol  Mk.  and  Lit.  In  ihii  w«y  (be 
iK<uioiiiil  au)icriiinl)f  of  Ml.  lo  ihc  olhm  is  explained,  t>u(  the  aetcementi  of 
■II  tkrce  ue  left  in  the  duk  (cp.  Schmlcdcl,  LC,  tgm,  154  f.),  and  tbt 
theory  of  on  Afnmaic  orieinal  let  Uk.  ii  not  com-incing. 

Wrnilline't  analyHik  U  nvallnl,  In  point  n(  elutiorniion,  by  Damn'*  rconR 
theory  that  R,  the  Jinul  editor,  who  nai  bd  inii-Jeuuh  rnulinui,  uied  not  cMly 
Q  (chiefly  in  Ihe  Lucan  iKvnsinn)  and  P  (the  ptimiiive  Trtrine  iraiSlion,  a* 
Outlini'il  in  Ac  lo"'*!  but  X  (an  onknnwn  kiutcii).  R'i  hand  appoiala  l*-  *^ 
M-»  Hk  2'*'''^  "'"  I*-  *'"  4**"'*'  "-  s''"'  "  6''^  *^  '*'**  "■  "^M  7*^*-  "p*- 
la-it-Vgi-  iiu. K-u It.  wti  ,qi.  lan-H.  ul  ,|I<.  11  n.)'  1  j'<  i^  >«.*«  |.*«i  M.  w  m. 
aL  IK  ,  jM,  Uu,  he  alto  edited  Q  in  !»■  '■  »■'»■  "-?  ^^  *■«■  »"'*  j'*  •••'  »* 
.»«  ii-ia  ii-agB-ii.  B-a  ji.  a  ii<ii.  X'P,  iin  si>-ik  M=b<fi.  a>.  j^toton.  aa  <a  sr.  n 


I 


'  10" 
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It  1*  obvioiu  that  Ihii  annlyui  rcdu«i  P  lo  a  minimum  and  raiiea  R  to 
maximum  I  the  ciileria  tot  ilitlinfiut<>)iln):  Q  and  \  ate  ratcly  oudtiil,  aad 
a  brgt  amount  of  mattct  aslgned  to  cither,  a*  well  •*  to  R,  might  veil  be 
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»« iji.*  &  »>.  »a.  M.  n.  ■.  w-«  ewnpowd  /.  A.a  38  by  John  Mark 
Ac  11").  Bolh  Schohcn  and  Jicobaen  had  already  advocaieil  this  view  « 
■uthonhip  ul  Ihc  tuuicc,  which  ia  *l«o  IwM  by  A.  Mallei  (the  louiee  t 
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Anaulc),  and  wlurh  b  rauch  ntMttt  to  the  4um  of  (he  gMptl  nni  of  the 
primilive  tnditirin  th&o  uirDf  the  ■lulyK*  juit  noticed.*  or  thui  Itmi  of  a 
ollk  liktt  J.  Wdw,  who  holdi  rigidly  Ihsl  the  UT-Marcn*  coniaineil  litilc  or 
DMhing  wfalth  cannot  l>c  founil  in  Ml.  finil  [,k.,  and  In  whoM  handi  lliis 
pri«ti*«souraeIo«esiU[nphii:colouringuiddicu[nituitUI  detail,  since  mc*t 
•llbvHUenl  (caluie*  of  thr  nnunical  MuV  aieaacribed  to  the  (cdactor. 

The  difficulty  of  <Ietenninin((  what  Is  pnniary  and  what  is 
Kcooduy  is  illuuralcd,  t^.,  by  such  a  minor  linguistic  point  as 
the  use  of  ibe  semi-proverbial  rormtila,  At  tvAa  hat  ears  (to  fitar) 
Ul  him  htar  (cp,  HS.  106-107).  f^^'^  denotes  a  pregnant 
reminder  to  the  reader  or  hcan.T;  but  it  may  quite  well  have 
been  used  by  Jesus  {f.g.  in  Mk  4*'  **)  in  some  of  the  connections 
preserved  in  the  gospels.  The  Joh.  apocalypse's  use  of  it  (I'elc 
13*)  is  hardly  normative,  and  the  call  to  note  a  deeper  sense  in 
tbc  adjoining  contest  is  not  to  be  referred  exclusively  to  the  age  or 
the  EfHgoni,  when  the  sayings  of  Jesus  were  becoming  the  subject 
of  devout  allcgoti&ing  (u)  M.  Dibeiius  in  SK.,  1910,  461-471). 

(fl)  The  opening  paragraph  (i'-*)  starts  two  special  problems  : 
OOe  upon  tlie  meaning  of  1'  (Vx4  *™^  (CayytXtov  1>)<rov  Xpurrof^ 
«Io8  tff«T),  and  one  upon  the  relation  of  the  OT  citation  in  1*^ 
to  the  rest  of  the  context.  The  former  passage  is  the  title  of 
the  prologue.  In  v.^  the  writer  begins  his  narrative  proper  of 
the  life  of  Jesus  with  the  remark  that  Jesus  came  into  Galilee 
pveadiing  t&  ■fayyiXiai'  toC  6tav.  The  dtflerent  sense  of 
rfsyytXior  in  v,'  —  where  the  words  'IijoxiB  Xpurrov  are  not 
subjective  (so  Zahn),  as  if  it  were  the  gospel  which  Jesus 
preached,  but  objective — -indicates  a  conscious  play  u|>on  the 
lenn.  The  ipx^  °^  ^^  Christian  dispensation  lay  in  the 
prophetic  mission  of  John,  who  summed  up  the  previous  order 
of  Ihiofs  (cp^  Mt  11^)  and  prepared  the  way  for  the  new. 
Ham  the  twofold  citation  in  1*^.  The  editor  in  v.*  explains 
how  the  dpx4  was  not  Jesus  himself  but  some  one  else,  the 
dirirMly  predicted  forerunner  (-  lyiwro  'Ituon'jp  urA.),  while  in 
v.*  he  explains  how  the  very  sphere  of  the  forerunnei's  mission 
had  also  been  prophesied  (  =  iv  x^  h^^,  v.*). 

Ahbongh  ^nrt  ^k"  >*  ■'ot  equivalent  to  tumna  rii  [10  Herklou  in  BZ., 
1904,  pp.  77  1;  1905,  pp.  40S  r.),  11  rolgtit  Ix  a  miircnderin£  of  (he  iiuifiil 

*  P.  t:wal(l  IDta  ttanfifrtiiltm  <ter  Evgiimfrap  tmd  4tr  Weg  tu  mintr 
Umti,  1E190,  pp.  i7Sr.J  t;'v»  <l>i!  mlactor  little  more  than  i'~*  \'*-tf 
r4^*:  i)d  Bainan  auigiu  him  a  feo  linguitUe  chan^  U-g.  ilt  tj),  oiw  or 
1*0  iktalU,  and  M<nc  conlen  lupplcmuais  (/.;.  in  a*^  i^  m  tfi  j»  £■  <)M 
K^  laW'-WH'^ 
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prcfitH  to  Muk  when  ihr  ^pcli  wric  wridcn  in  oiw  oitniueHpt  («> 
Nntlc  In  Exf.*  x.  45SHte :  EihJ.  pp.  130  I.,  flnn.  Ii.  16] ;  m/et.  Sarrt, 
pp.  4J-46)  1  the  heading  o(  the  book  would  ihu*  become  the  opening  of  the 
text.  Bui  it  ipx^l  '*  «i  uiipmllolnl  optmnc  !<yi  an  ntly  CbriUlMi  writinf. 
■atftit  (ctpecuillj  l(il(odud(i)i  ■  quolnllon)  U  equally  abnonniJ.  None  of 
the  CBiet  quoted  in  ACL.  i.  996  is  leatly  inoloKOUi  at  all  points  to  Mk 
!'■*.  and,  at  It  *mnii  cliinny  «nJ  contniy  10  Marli't  ilyle  to  connect  ».•  "itfc 
r.*  grunmaCically,  the  alicniaiivc  ii  to  tcgaid  the  OT  citation  u  due  to 
an  editorial  huid.  whereat,  in  the  original,  v.'  waa  the  lieadin^  or  d<»cri|>- 
lion  cither  of  the  Liprnine  Kcllon  or  of  the  whole  book.  In  the  lallef  ca*e, 
the  object  of  the  sospel  would  be  to  pottny  Ihe  ilart  and  origin  (cp.  Ac  l', 
He  1*.  Jo  tj")  of  the  gospel  of  Jeiui  in  his  lUdime  on  earth  <»  Zaibn, 
SHaem  am  <Um  Libtn  der  »/lm  Ktnki,  p.  140).  Thii  would  cain  in 
likelihood  if  one  occepird  the  hypothetic  (tee  below)  that  Maik  wrote  another 
treads*  (which  underlie*  the  opening  chaptn  of  Actt)  to  drKiilie  the  p^ogWM 
mnd  advance  of  ihe  go&pel  whotc  opening  hit  &nt  book  had  depicted. 
But  in  view  of  the  pretaitouanev  of  tlii*  theory,  it  is  safer  to  confine 
the  tcope  of  v.*  to  the  opening  atcilon  of  the  giMpet  Iticlf.  Utherwise, 
ipXt)  "*■  niight  be  taken  with  t^tfn  in  v.*,  ihc  intcntning  nn>»  being 
I  lengthy  parei;lh(*i«  (mi,  t.g.,  Ililcenfeld.  ZWT.,  1906.  I9&-I99,  aod 
(ioguel,  tp.  fit.  361 — •  hypothe*!*  which  Chajei  ulihtn.  In  (ivoui  of  Us 
Senilic*  original  for  the  gcopel  by  conjeciaring  thai  4^];4  ii  realty  a 
miMnterprcIatinn  of  B']{]s0;p(ir^ii),  though  Ilal^vy  picfvrt  (o  ttiiak  of  hWn 
(cp^  Hos  I*  LNX).  Rut  inch  Semitic  bypothesest  are  generally  piecariout, 
■nd>  in  this  initance.  they  are  nipeiduous. 

The  awkwardness  of  Ihc  whole  pottage,  whether  **  ii  taken  at  « 
parcntheds  or  '"*  u  an  alucoloulhon.  luggelti  irrcutllbly  that  the  OT 
references  at  least  *n  inserted  by  an  editorial  hand  from  some  book  of 
florilfgii  (p.  X4).  Some  primitive  diatuiliancc  nt  corrupiinn  of  the  origiaal 
text  IS  alniDsI  certain,  and,  ai  nu  cWdence  is  to  be  fnund  in  MSS,  It  oecarred 
probably  in  the  piootas  of  editing  the  Ur.Marcaa.  Deleting  "^fMau /yd  .  .  . 
o'w),  Vi'rtlfenbtch  opens  wtiat  he  contlders  to  be  a  "  beautiful  and  grand 
poftkltotbe  gospel ~(//^,iSSi,66S-4i8oi  limilarly  Soltau,£'iwZti:iie,pp. 


*  Hebrew.  W.  C.  Allen  similaily  falls  tack  on  an  Aramaic  original, 
Kgarding  the  prophetic  refeienco,  logeiher  with  the  mistcitnaUtion,  as  the 
work  'if  Ihe  deck  tianslalor.  Wellhauaen  \EiHl.  JJ-57)  even  pnahes  Yih 
IT%  ixd  edition  of  the  Ur-Marciu  earlier  than  in  trandalion  into  <f  reek. 

t  That  Mark  is  the  tnnsbtion  of  an  Aramaic  original  is  held,  f./.,  by 
H.  P.  Chajes  \Mtrh.,  Sfldm,  18S9I.  Halfvy  i^S..  I9OO.  115-149), 
W.  C  Allen  {ST.,  1901,  jaft-jji :  £v.*  1.  436-443).  Sla»  {PMiUtgy  *t 
Gtfib,  190-318),  R.  A.  MoSmana,  Zimmeimana  {,SK„  1903,  iS^f.),  Mid 
Wellbauen  (EimL  14  f,,  4]  f.).  ZimmeinunnV  {SK.,  1901,  415-458) 
■naJyiU  makes  all  three  synopliUs  (Mark  before  A-D.  66)  transkle  AQ, 
the  pTiml(i<re  Aramaic  gospel ;  while  iteiiher  Mi.  nor  Lk.  aied  Mk.,  Ut,  had 
acceia  10  a  ^Mdal  toutoc  (LX^);  but  hit  Urihatoey  b  drawn  from  AQ  in 
oilier  10  ooonteiact  Ht.'s  legundasy  nairatiie  {>M  below),  and  hfa  reuitrec- 
lion  cydc  of  storiei  b  based  «a  another  special  aouroe  (Semitic)  extending 
Into  Ada. 
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-7,  vtd  HolDmoMln  ffC.)i  but  il  it  b«llrr,  with  Lachmms  {S/T.,  iSjo, 
p.  844),  P.  Ewald,  WciuOclicr,  Schollcn,  WellhiuMn,  and  oth^'r*,  10  take  ** 
UBD  «(KliMi>l  gtoM.  Spitla  {ZNU'..  1904,  Joj-joS),  who  rishdy  uket  v.' 
M  the  title  (cp.  J.  Wciu,  dai  ulteiit  Bt-xtm,  pp,  34  f.).  regMfds  ^4*  u 
d>c  origina]  or  ibe  opening  paiugc  1  bat  he  complicalct  Ihii  by  declaring 
Ifast  Mttc  pitviouit  introducloiy  nattatlvc  niuil  liave  lain  in  th«  original  text 
(MeabOTc,  pi.  311). 

If  the  fiision  or  the  ciutions  is  not  due  to  Mark  himself, 
it  it  probable  thit  he  wu  indebted  for  it  to  >  florilrgium  of 
mesuanic  proof-tests  which  was  circulaied  among  the  churches, 
(or  the  benefit  of  those  who  wctc  exposed  to  controversy  with 
the  Jews.  The  Mahclii- citation,  grouped  under  luiali  in  Mk 
1*,  ooconed  in  a  subsequent  passage  of  Q  (Mt  ii'*»L]t  j*') 
which  is  absent  from  Marie's  narrative.  If  Mt  anJTX  had  MIt, 
1"  before  them,  they  probably  preferred  the  more  correct 
situation  of  Mk  1'.  But  even  if  they  had  not,  it  wnuld  be  un- 
necessary to  fall  back  on  either  of  the  three  hypothe«e«  just 
mentioned,  as  though  Mk.  or  the  editor  of  the  Ui-Marcua 
dctibcnUely  (used  together  the  seiiarate  citations  which  he  found 
in  Q  or  in  Mt.  and  Lk. 

The  oitier  OT  itrniiiitmicci  ait  »caniy  and  unimjjonant  ;  for  ihe  raoat 
part  iliejr  are  oonfoamcd  lo  ihc  LXX  Iqi,  W,  C.  ,Mlcn,  ST.  xii.  187-189). 

(i)  llie  position  of  the  conflict -section  in  Mk  3>-j*  suggests 
doubU  of  its  chronological  setting.  The  uniform  colour  of  the 
fife  incidents  {,iu  i»-im»-»  mw,  ji-*),  the  notice  of  a  plot  of 
the  Herodians  and  Pharisees  against  his  life  at  this  early  stage 
(j*),  the  proleptic  occurrence  of  the  mwsianic*  Son  e/  Man 
(cp^  8**-"^)^  aKflhegeneraT  unlikenhood  of  such  an  immediate 
and  rapid  succession  of  encounters — these  considerations  point  to 
Ihc  antedating  of  the  incidents  in  <iuestion,  or  at  least  to  the 
fact  that  some  of  them  {excluding  the  call  of  Levi,  j"),  like  j'*, 
have  been  drawn  into  this  early  group  through  the  influence  of 
associations.  The  probability  is  that  they  belonged  to  a  sjKcial 
source  incorporated  either  by  Mark  or  by  the  final  editor  at  thb 
pointt  (so  Wendt,  Z*A«y«w,  i,  33  f.;  Baldenspergcr,  Dalman, 

*  Il  annot  wdl  bf  njolvalcnt  (n  (Iw  gcnrrlc  har  »Miha  in  a**,  any  more 
ihan  In  a**",  Lk  ai*.  Mi  10**  16".  That  Jeius  lued  il  a*  a  non-aiculaiilc 
Mtf-doigiauioa  ii  (n«r-tulitl«  ;  oalber  h«c  nor  cluwhcie  i>  il  powibic  lo 
csplain  the  ikk  m  an  «i|vilTal«nt  Tot  man  (lit  man),  the  (im  perwn  ainguUr, 
Of  Max  Mw  (ep.  .\|i  II*).  Erra  ihc  alcciiuiivc,  that  J«iui  used  il  ai  an 
Inccfnlta,  to  protoL«  ihouglil.  il  uruat<Kfni:(E)iy  (cp.  MhotV*  DM.  Ji5sf.|. 

t  TTie  taiiKV  I*  rcwnict]  al  11"  (cp.  Wendi.  pp,  i^t.). 
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etc.).  Similarly  j**^  is  misplaced  from  after  7" (the  Jennalentite 
(Cfibeii  do  not  appear  on  the  scene  till  aficr  7'),*  and  the 
editorial  hand  appears  in  3*'*  (W'ellhausen,  Wcndttng), 

{(■)  In  passages  like  4'-**  (cp.  EBi.  1866-1867)  ^  »nd  ij, 
the  tmpreuion  OT  editorial  work  upon  a  tource,  not  ximpty  on 
oral  tradition,  deepens  ;  t^.  4"'-  is  secondary  to  its  context 
(cp.  J.  Weiss  and  Wendling),  which  li«  more  Icrcl  to  a'-3*. 
Without  carrying  the  analysis  further,  we  may  therefore  outline 
the  process  by  which  Mk.'s  gospel  reached  its  present  form,  thus : 
notei  of  Peter's  reminiscences  written  down  by  Mark  t  (benoe 
the  Aramaic  colouring  and  vivid  detail  of  certain  sections)  were 
aflerwards  edited  by  a  (Roman?)  Christian  who  used  not  only 
the  small  apocalypse  but  some  other  logia  of  Jesus  (not 
necessarily  Q),  The  gospel  is  not  a  gospel  of  Peter,  but  it 
contains  ji  cycle  of  traditions  for  which  Peter  is  the  authority 
and  in  which  he  plays  a  prominent  r61e.  The  first  peraon 
mentioned  in  the  n.-trrativc  of  Christ's  mission  (i'*')  is  Simon; 
his  call  ( I '*''■)  is  followed  ere  long  (i*"-)  l>y  the  cure  of  hi* 
mother-in-law.  Simon  icai  ol  furr  aCrov  (i**)  form  the  inner  circle 
(cp.  9''-  3*  14**)  of  the  first  disciples  (a'*);  he  is  named  first  in 
the  list  of  the  twelve  (3""') ;  he  first  hails  Jesus  ojwnly  as  the 
Christ  (S'*'),  and  is  evidently  the  leader  and  spokesman  of  the 
twelve  (8*'  to"  ii*t  xai  hfO^npr^^t  h  THrpov  Kiyti  «^4^t  '4* 
16^  though  now  and  then  speaking  (14'*)  and  acting  (14") 
impetuously  for  himself  (cp.  14**-  *"■).  One  slight  feature,  which 
emphasises  not  only  the  prominence  of  Peter  hut  the  teading 
position  next  him  of  the  sons  of  Zcbcdec,  is  the  way  in  which 
the  Utter,  after  i"-",  are  mentioned  between  Simon  arvd  his 
less  famous  brother  Andrew  (cp,  3'*''  13'  with  9*  lo**'-  14'*'). 
The  connection  of  the  UrMarcus  with  Peter  accounts  for  the 


*  The  Inacmtades  of  Mk  7"-  upon  Jewish  putifiutimu  slw  ihow  that  tbt 
laurce  here  hu  bten  edited  !>)'  tome  Ctntile  ChriBli«n,  who,  unlike  Pcia  aad 
John  Maik,  wu  anbinlliv  with  locsl  tdlEioiis  C>uti>m*  (cpu  Biictiln  in  Sr. 
oi.  34-40)- 

t  Cp.  above,  pp.  tgot.  Sslmon's  verdict  [Huimm  Sltmrml  im  G*tfttr,  si) 
wma  up  ihe  tax  modetnlcly.  "  I  do  not  b«lieit  ihat  St.  Peter  bad  atsy 
share  ia  the  componiion  of  St.  Maik'i  Rospcl,  or  thai  he  wax  m  any  way 
reapoMible  br  ill  ronl«nts.  But  1  conniilot  (hat  critkal  Miidy  would  lead 
u*  10  helleve  that  tome  a(  the  evancdiu't  lUlenienti  were  dciived  direelly  vr 
iodirccily  fioiii  thai  npmtle.  and  ihciefcrc  I  woulil  not  haitiljr  r^ect  (be 
liadiiion  that  iheie  had  tir«n  pnimnal  iiitrrcuiiisc  bt(woc«i  ibe  (wo." 

Z  Ml.  (11*)  genetalUa  ikia  Into  el  f^i/ni. 


historical  nudem  at  the  bottom  of  the  Marcan  stories.'  Several 
of  the  latter  arc  more  than  circum^iaiittal ;  they  reveal  the 
imn  who  was  there  The  secondary  Teatum  of  the  gospel  arc 
adequately  accounted  for  by  the  process  of  editir^,  which  has 
left  the  gospel  something  very  different  from  the  naive  tran- 
script of  an  eye  witness's  tt-miniscences,  even  when  the  latter  had 
{Mssed  into  the  form  of  preaching  material  irpM  rat  )(pt(at. 

SoUicfed  IhiDujhouc  the  book  ue  dlloiiat  louclio  due  padly  to 
Gtfcchcikal  influenr**,  luch  u  the  ■diliiion  of  'litogu  XjiirtaO  ( +  i'liiJ  StouJi 
ID  tfayt^Usv  (t'),  of*  tai  rtftiCuri  /•  r^  liafyiXiif  (•>  ^TBtMirt  (l"|,  of 
tal  «•  (ilay)r<X(ot  in  S"  (■»  in  lo"),  of  tti  Xptsrai  Irrt  (9")  uid  titrti  Siiirri^^ 
In  Ifl'*,  tbt  iniridtnUl  dctciipiion  of  Iho  Iwelvo  u  affiiUi  (6*°),  ihr  oUena- 
lidMS  in  f/*  (cp.  wvipiiaa  Jo  Eph  4")  and  13",  i cfleciion*  of  the  apiMinlic  igr, 
■1,  A^.,  ia  the  dcuiiplion  ol  John'i  baptism  |i*,  cp.  Ac  t"),  cdiioiial  elnuei 
bkc  tatofi^ur  wAm  rd  ppiiiiara  (7",  klimving  how  the  author  Ticwvd  the 
Aaiiodi  oonttoveriy  io  ihe  ■poiiolic  church),  and  olhn  addition!  wlilch  »n 
rithei  margina]  (■Ioum,  or  inieitioni  of  an  mrty  copiit,  lat  iper  rilf  ipA^rriy 
>■*  (S*),  ri  Hirir  rov  irii\ti<ii^  (l"),  rAr  /rxi'dra  rjr  Xryiuva  (5").  0  ^Ap 
i«i»*T  ofc  fr  ffi>(V'  (ll",  M)  BakhujTcti,  lUljon.  Wcmlc,  and  othex),  >i() 
•aroXiBiJ*  vrtpiia  (is"),  roii  'tqrov  (M**).  mi  dUiraip  /^uri)«tr  I14*),  cIC. 
Eren  ihe  tepedtcd  (f^i^  doci  not  necoAirily  bctoT^;  to  the  Ur-Mnrcut;  in 
Kveial  places  icitiul  criiicitm  indicxtei  that  it  was  uueried  tubiequeal  10 
ifctnarorthe  Ur-Maicotby  Mi.  anil  Lukc.f 

{  3.  XeiifiMS  Ckariuteristia. — The  primary  aim  of  Jesus, 
according  to  Mk.,  was  to  proclaim  the  good  news  of  the 
kingdom  (■'*  •nipMrirwi'),  at  first  by  teaching  in  the  syoogogues 
(i*"-).  What  aroused  wonder  and  admiration  was  the  powerful 
and  aothotitative  character  of  his  words.  This  at  once  involved 
hira  in  eacounters  with  unclean  spirits;  the  new  teacher  became 
inevitably  the  exorcist  (i*"-).  *hilc  another  side  of  his  mission 
was  thai  of  healing  the  sick.  Mark  bri  ngs  out,  in  his  first  chapter, 
how  whai  jesus  conceived  to  be  his  proper  mission,  viz.  preaching 
(i"  <Jt  Tvvrit  -fop  ti^\6ov,  tefcrring  to  his  divine  commission,  not 
to  tbc  house  of  v.**,  which  he  had  left  not  to  preach  but  to 
pny),  was  hai>d)capped  t  by  his  very  popularity  as  an  exorciser 

*  On  the  >eeaniUrfchataci«t  of  Mk.  here,  u  compared  with  Mt.  and  Lk., 
cp^  J.  Wein.  Di*  Prwii{IJau\  p.  69.  The  jvr/f/^tJMfwat  anexpioaion 
int  popuUnted,  IT  not  coined,  by  Pasl,  so  fu  ••  we  koow  (q>.  Reach, 
filMiimimiHI,  p.  jSo). 

t  Cp.  W«w'  nUuudtre  Mudy  in  ZJfU'.  <I9I0,  114-1331 1  be  find*  tMCt 
entdoly  oriEtoal  in  i"-  ■  a"  4"  S*  tff  '4"  ptoliably  oriuinal  in  4"  6"  j", 

t  H«noe  the  more  difficult  reading  ^urdtft  (■")  «f  D  a  ff*  a*  a  com- 
pttMmi  10  (he  litfi/tit^iiurt  of  ■**,  not  an  echo  of  It,  it  preferable  to  the 
MDootlief    vw^ayx"!*^;   which  was  probably  introducod  for   bioIIvm   ol 
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and  hcalA  (cp.  i**).  To  Mark,  Jesus  is  above  all  things  tiw 
preacher  and  teacher,  in  Galilee  (s'-"  4i-»M'.  fit*  with  io>), 
when  hb  true  work  is  inlcrTupled  by  appeals  for  cures  which 
his  compastton  could  not  refuse. 

The  cniphvj*  laid  by  Mark  [cp.  Dfat.  3604-3615)  OQ  the  power  exentd  I17 
Jetui  over  evil  tpirici,  dcnoles  ui  early  Chrutian  tcniJenc;  or  IraiUlian  whidi 
fuund  n^iclcncc  lor  hU  mruiinic  cUimi  in  ihit  tphcrc  of  auihonty.  Vlhit 
the  etchatolo(pcBl  nicuioh  hud  been  expected  by  tome  ciicla  to  BCicoinplbh, 
that  Jeuu  had  done — uh]  moic.  The  first  cipericnce  of  Jeiuti  kR*r  bn 
mdowmrni  wlih  the  mcuianic  tpliit,  it  a  pnil<>ni>rd  conRlcl  oiih  Salan, 
in  which  he  ii  iiipporled  or  lurrounded  by  an  angelic  retinue  (l"''*).  The 
nsulta  of  Ihii  cncounln  are  at  once  vitible.  Jenit  eturciiei  the  evit  ipirits 
(l''**-*<).  They  icptaltdly  own  hit  authority  Up,  3"),  hut  he  refuM*  M 
■coept  their  wild  wiineia.  Hi»  popularity  (5"-)  and  unpopnl.uiiy  (s*-) 
alike  arc  aiiritiuted  to  this  power ;  the  iii<nl  heinou*  mti  ii  ihai  of  iitiibutlag 
it  10  ■  itaiKcking  wilh  the  evil  uplrila  ihemtclvei  (3^  "i.  SaUn  M 
Becltcbub  with  hii  realm  oF  dcmoiu  it  let  o*«  againtl  lh«  divine  realm  in- 
aui^uraied  byjetui.  It  I«  not,  however,  cotr«ct  to  ar^uc  *  thai  the  eiaiciilni; 
ordemona  by  Jaut  fonni  an  inportutl  feaiuie  in  the  lynopiic  lue  of  ibe  (erm 
J  "Son  of  Man."  Sofnrai  Mk.  a  concerned,  thiatennii  never  connected  <nlh 
'ihecipulHiunofevil  tpiriu  (cp.  a'"' ■).  U 1*  la  God'*  Son  (cp.  i"),  the  holy 
one  «r  God  li",  cp.  3*],  the  Son  of  the  nwM  high  God  (s'l,  that  Jtan 
of  Naiaia  oiia  demons  out  of  men.  CooNquenll)'.  while  the  MarcMI 
(and  indeeil  ihc  tynapiic)  accounta  of  demon -cxpubion  muit  he  read  in  the 
light  of  contemporary  tupcniitioni  (cp,  W.  O.  E.  Ocsietley  in  i>CG.  \. 
440S«3}>  thejrcmnnot  be  te(;Bided  as  inuginative  lUuttraliutit  ojaneltnrnl 
111  mcMlanlc  prophecy.  Whatever  be  theif  hlatorinl  nucleni,  iheie  naive 
popular  Iroijitions  derive  from  a  definite  act  of  apoitolic  reniiniBcence*.t 
Thut,  even  though  the  wotda  vlou  tfnv  in  t'  ate  a  glou,  they  arc  a  eorreet 
glou.  The  unclein  spirili  hail  Ihcii  cxorciict  a*  the  San  «f  GfJ  (3",  cp^  j*) ; 
Jtsui  ii  God'i  Son  (t",  cp.  13^)  ftom  fiitl  to  last,  and  the  bsl  UManony 
paid  him  is  this  uncontcioui  homage  Itom  ■  pasan't  llpi  {!$"). 

But,  while  the  valuation  of  Jesus  as  the  Christ  is  the  deter- 
mining  factor  of  any  gospel,  critics  like  K6»tlin,  Keim,  M. 
SchulM  (ZWr.,  1894,  pp.  33J  f.)  and  Wtede  (pp.  yi  f.)  go  10 
uncritical  extremes  in  exaggerating  the  superhuman,  fn>-sier>oufi, 
and  even  metaphysical  traits  of  the  Marcan  Jesus  at  the  expense 
of  the  human  element     Mark  does  note  /At  s/fri/  of  Jc«U5  more 

reverence  (cp^  Nestle**  PUMcg.  Saent,  36,  and  Ein/.  II9-UO,  Eoc.  U.  p. 
a6i).  Rauch  [ZffiV..  1901,  30»-303)  is  on«-iided  in  regarding  !<■■  '  and 
I**  {ip»  .  .  .  'fwjii]  *i  editorial  gloaan  iniroduced  to  glorify  Jcmi*. 

t  To  this  potition  Wtede  wa*  driven  back  (cp.  ZJVW.,  t()04.  169-177) 
by  critics  of  his  brilliant  but  one-sided  .VtiitaitrAftmniii  he  admitted  thai  ibt 
Marcno  inierprecalion  waa  tooted  ulliouuelr  in  actual  occarrcnce* cl  exoKkm 
(«gf.  in  1*^  j"-]  ■•  the  Mil  of  the  laiei  schematism- 
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|Hmvi  once  (i*  i"  where  Lie's  ri  avriyia  ri  iyior  ii  probabljr 
more  correct  a*  8"),  but  there  is  no  tendency  to  represent 
this  in  any  dogmatic  form  as  s  sheer  supematuiml  Torce,  any 
more  thnn  to  ignore  or  depreciate  the  limitations  of  his  ftu[>er< 
lutural  power  and  knowledge  (cp-  tj*').  Upon  the  contrary,  it 
was  the  frank  recognition  of  these  human  limitation*  which  led 
both  Mt  and  Uc  to  modify  several  of  the  Marcan  sayings  {qj. 
«^.  i"  with  Mt  8"  and  LV  4*°.  3"  with  Mt  12"  and  Lk  8»). 
If  the  Jesus  of  Mk.  is  not  a  humanitarian  rabbi  or  tympalhctic 
prophet,  he  is  still  less  the  pictorial  representation  of  a  divine 

» energy  in  history. 
Althoagh  it  is  no  longer  possible  to  ai^ue,  with  the  I'iibingen 
Ibconsts  (t^.  Holaten,  Die  Synopt.  Evglitn,  1885,  pp.  i79f.X 
Ihat  Mk.'s  gospel  was  composed  by  a  PaultnisI  in  order  to 
Jusiily  the  preaching  of  the  Pauline  gospel  tn  opposition  to  the 
Petrine  manifesto  of  Mt.,  much  less  that  it  was  d«igned  to  be 
a  counterblast  to  the  AjMcalypse  of  John  (Volkmar),  there 
are  traits  (cp.  e^.  i»*-»  =  Gal   4*.  4"^"-i  Co  i4'"'-  Ro  gi"- 

kio"**,  8'*=Ro  1",  9"»a  Co  3'-4*)  which  serve  as  water- 
marks aS  an  age  when  elements  of  the  Pauline  goipel  had  had 
tine  to  affect  the  writer's  environment.  The  specifically  Pauline 
dements  in  Mk.  are  discussed  especially  by  von  Sodcn  {ThA. 
M3  f-.  ISO  f).  Tilius  {ThSt.  325  f.),  W.  Briickner  {PAf.,  1900, 
416  f.),  Menties  {Thf  Eariitst  Gospel,  1901, 38  f.),  J.  Weiss  {Dot 
ilfesU  Efglm,  41  f.).  and  Bacon  {Beginitii^t  0/  Gospel  Story, 
pfx  lonil  C,  xxxiv  f.).  The  last-named  scholar  attributes  the 
nulkal  Paulinism  of  the  book  to  its  redactor,  but  there  is  no 
conscious  or  radical '  Paulinism '  in  Mk.  "Hie  gospel  has  traces 
of  the  apostolic  age ;  both  in  language  and  spirit  it  reflects 
naturally  its  environment,  and  the  Pauline  gospel  had  entered 
into  that  environmenL  But  Mark  was  not  a  PauUnist.*  His 
emphasis  on  the  proof  from  miracles  and  his  theory  of  the 
lestiirect ion-appearances  diverge  from  Paul ;  Paul  never  uses 
the  favouiiie  Marcan  title  of  the  Son  of  Man  ;  and  Mark's 
chriatotogy  has  interests  to  which  Paul  was  indifferent.  The 
theory  of  the  parable*  in  4""  betrays  the  influence  of  views 

*  "  A«f  allc  Ftik  Bchdrt  n  in  ilrn  luuliniKhcn  Kielx  hiiicln,  womil  doch 
kriawtp  ^1  w(,l  in,  du*  leln  Ve(r4iuer  nU  tin  pauliniKhci  Ctiriil,  wl  ni 
aacfa  nw  l>>  dem  *elu  bcilingltn  Sinnc.  wie  wldin  j>  von  >-ielcn  nculMi. 
mi^Brtim  SchridMclkm  clJt,  ni  iKlrochttn  tel "  {Hultunuio,  AftW.  a.  40  j 
sp.  BOMtt,  n£,  1904.  682). 
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sodi  M  Paul  Diged  in  i  Co  i4«-"  u\A  Ro  9'»-*»  lo"**  ii* 
in  tpitt  of  the  euuidentions  which  may  be  urged  to  the  con- 
Iraiy  {cp.  <^f.  P.  Ficbig's  Alt}Hdts<ht  Gttiehniat  mnd  dit  GltUh- 
nine  Jttu,  1904,  146  f.  ;  Knoke,  JVKZ,  1905,  137-164;  P. 
I^grange  In  HB.,  1910,  pp.  5-15  ;  &nd  Yexne,/esu  CKrittut  ini 
Paulus,  135-149)1  i'  is  noi  (.-asy  to  deny  that  these  words,  in  their 
present  form,  bear  the  impress  of  the  Pauline  thcorj-  of  Israel's 
rejection  (cp.  Julicher's  GMeAnunJtn /etti,  i.  iio-r48X  *Dd  10** 
is  generally  reckoned  as  another  instance.  Bui  the  challenging 
logia  of  a"**  7"'-  and  1  »"■**,  the  avoidance  of  t^/nK,  and  the 
universalism  of  11"  and  13'"  (cp.  14*)  arc  primitive  Christian, 
not  specifically  Pauline,  and  it  is  to  make  a  tether  out  of  a  hair 
wlien  the  story  of  9*^^  and  the  refusal  of  the  request  of  the 
sons  of  Zebcdec  arc  supposed  to  be  inserted  in  Paul's  interests, 
or  when  refetcnca  to  the  cross  and  suffering  arc  attributed  to 
Paulinism  (as  if  the  latter  monopolised  these  in  the  primitive 
church),  or  when  a  saying  like  that  of  14*^  is  run  back  to 
the  Pauline  category  of  the  Resh  and  the  spirit  On  the 
other  hand,  some  of  the  allegorical  or  symbolical  touches, 
t^.,  in  the  story  of  the  6£-tjeG  and  in  15**,  are  significantly 
Pauline. 

§  4.  On'ffin.— Thai  the  gospel,  in  its  present  form,  was  intended 
for  an  audience  outside  Palestine  is  plain  not  only  from  Mk.'s 
omission  of  much  Jewish  detail  that  is  preserved  in  the  ordinary 
synoptic  tradition,  but  from  his  careful  explanations  of  customs 
('•i-  7*^'  "  'S**)'  phrases  (;*'  7**),  and  names  (f.;,  3"  lo**)  which 
would  be  unfamiliar  to  Christians  of  Centile  birth  throughout 
the  empire.  The  fact  that  the  gospel  was  written  in  Greek  does 
not,  of  course,  invalidate  the  hypothesis  that  it  was  written  in  or 
for  the  Roman  church,  since  Greek  was  widely  known  at  this 
period  (cp.  Caspari's  QutlUii  tur  Gtsth.  d.  Tau/iymMt,  iii.  167  t\ 
but  the  occasional  I^tinisms  merely  prorc  at  mo«t  that  the 
writer  was  in  touch  with  the  Latin  language.*  The  wide  rartge 
of  the  Empire  made  this  pos»ble  in  many  countries  of  the  East, 
and  no  linguistic  feature  of  this  kind  can  be  assumed  to  have 
any  local  significance.  The  presence  of  such  Romanised  fbms 
might  even  be  held  to  corroborate  the  ancient  tradition  that 
Marc  was  connected  with  Alexandria;  in  the  toit^  of  Egypt, 
where  the  civilisation  and  culture  of  Rome  spread  so  widely 

*  Od  lh«  NT  '  t^atlnUint,'  >c«  1  lahn'i  ft»m  mid  Kmamimui  tmgriMk.- 
Hm.  OtUn  (190&),  357!. 
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the  fint  ccnturjr  *  b.c,  many  Latin  tenns  mtty  still  bo 
traced,  including  military  terms  t  like  Acyiui-  and  nom^'aLV  (cp. 
P.  Meyer's  Ht*ite<i*t,  pp.  131  f.).  Hut  (he  Laiinisms  belong  to 
Mk.*»  oollocjuial  style,  and,  beyond  the  vague  in^rencwi  which 
may  be  dra^n  from  his  connection  with  Peter  aiid  Uie  latter"* 
connection  with  Rome,  there  \»  no  cvidimcc,  internal  or  ex- 
ternal, to  suggest  the  church  for  which,  or  the  place  at  which, 
tbe  gospel  was  composed.  Even  ir  the  Rufus  of  tj*'  were  the 
Ku&t  of  Ro  16",  Ihi).  would  not  neceuarily  point  to  a  Romiui 
dtde  (see  above,  p.  137),  and  the  bearing  of  7''^  (things  dean 
and  uTKlcan)  is  too  general  to  be  confined  to  the  Roman  church 
(Ro  14.  He  i3»). 

S  5.  StyU. — Mark  has  no  special  style ;  his  book  has  not  the 
Bibikal  tii^  of  Mu  nor  the  literary  art  of  [.ulcc;  it  is  written 
mually  (cp.  J.  B,  Vtasx,JBL.,  1897,  1-16)  in  terse,  rivid  Greek, 
of  a  pofwlar  and  even  a  colloquial  order  (q>.  the  use  of  terms 
like  mpi^fiaroH  And  cr^fHt) ;  the  occasional  looseness  of  construc- 
tion and  roughness  of  phrasing  is  due  to  a  vigorous  emphauf 
(<^.  in  a"  7'  8'  1 1""  13****).  This  accounts  in  part  for  some  of 
his  idiosyrKTosies,  such  as  his  fondness  for  double  negatives  {e.g. 
,M  ji  jtT  j»  ,|it  etc.),  and  diminutives  like  Bxryarpiov,  tx$^ta, 
Kopi^iWf,  nvraptof,  ToiZiov  (iraiSw),  vaitiaKi],  iti.ouipiov,  ^ixto,  and 
^npiov ;  hts  predilection  for  tii&w,  iraXii',  and  ro\Aa  (adverbial)  ; 
bis  addiction  to  the  historic  present — a  mark  of  the  anccdoiist — 
and  *ai  in  narrative  connections.  Tlie  so-called  Aramaisms  are 
sotnetimes  not  real  Aramaisms  {/-s-  the  double  Svo);  when 
sifted,  they  prove  an  Aramaic  background  for  the  tradition,  not 
an  Aramaic  document  which  has  been  translated,  nor  n-cn  1 
cast  of  style  whkh  can  be  described  as  particularly  Hebraistic 

But.  while  Mark  as  a  whole  is  shorter  than  Mt.  or  Luke,  in 
his  descriptions  he  is  frequently  elaborate  and  ample.  Many 
of  what  may  be  termed  his  "estta-touches'*arc,  no  doubt,  due 
I  to  hb  vivid  and  circumstantial  imagination,  pouibly  working 
upon  the  oral  reminiscences  of  Peter  and  others ;  but  more  than 
once  his  oarrative  has  a  redundant  and  even  hez\y  form  which 

*  The  pspTii  iliani  the  later  iproul  of  the  Lalio  clement  (cp.  Weoely'* 
pipe*  on  'die  klcin.  Elcmtrnli  in  dct  Gr!ltlt«l  dec  Keypl.  Papynisuc- 
londts,'  Witmr  SnUun,  1901,  pp.  99-i5i>< 

t  Wu't  espUnalioo  oi  Gicck  icrmi  by  Lalin  (13"  ij'*}  a  ptihips  th« 
OMoceptioa  wUefa  tiUM  ibi  k*1*  ia  kvuur  of  ■  ciiufch  whotc  menibcn 
hMwLatia. 
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Ml.  and  LuVc.  with  larger  books  to  wriie,  have  careftillj'  avoided. 
Sftlicnt  instance!  or  this  may  be  »ccn,  •'X->  in  ■**  (j^jat  Si  >we/iJ)-fi 
0T(  ZSutrcv  6  ^^tot),  where  Ml.  omits  of*  ktX.  (&'*)  and  Lk.  J^wSl 
ytvaiiirqt  (4'*) ;  In  >4*'  (tr^fitpov  tovti)  rp  MHiT<),  wherc  Ml.  omits 
(ad")  and  t.k.  rciainx  alone  (js**)  <rr//upor;  tn  poKUgcs  like  »*• 
(-  Mt  11*.  Lk  6")  and  14"  (=  Ml  16",  Lk  «•>),  where  Mt.  and 
Lk.  sgrcc  in  omitting  the  same  clause  or  phrase  in  a  Marcan 
duplicatt;  expression,  and  elsewhere  (cp.  the  collection  of  material 
in  JfS.  110-113).  This  pleoiiasiic  method  of  composition  b 
frequent  enough  in  Mh.  to  be  regarded  as  a  predominant  feature. 
He  loves  to  linj^r  over  details,  and  to  bring  out  clearly  and 
profusely  the  m/Vc  e»  iftne,  or  ihe  feelings  of  Jesus  and  his  circle. 
More  than  once,  indeed,  his  account  of  some  incident  is  actually 
longer  than  the  conesponding  narrative  or  narratives  in  Ml  and 
Lk.  {cp.  Mcniies,  TAr  EartUst  Goipel,  pp.  34  f )  ;  after  1 1**-  the 
tendency  generally  is  tu  be  leni  compressed. 

g  6.  75^  Conduiion  (16'*').— The  gospel  breaks  off  abruptly 
at  16*,  in  the  middle  of  a  sentence,  like  the  first  edition  of  Sidney's 
Arcadia,  The  words  iifioPovyro  yap  might  indeed  be  taken,  like 
fy-  yap  fiiya%  a^ifipa  (16*),  as  merely  a  Stylistic  negligence;  but 
even  so  it  is  not  possible,  in  s[Mte  of  all  that  can  be  urged  to 
ihe  contrary  {f.g.  by  P.  W.  Schmidt,  Geseh.  Jfsv,  1904,  p.  49; 
Wellhauscn,  and  B.  Weiss},*  to  imagine  that  the  author  intended 
his  book  to  end  thus.  (L)  That  he  was  prevented  by  some 
emergency  from  finishing  it,  is  possible,  (ii.)  That  he  did  6nish 
it,  although  the  conclusion  wax  lost  or  suppressed,  is  not  less 
probable,  (i.)  The  former  hypothesis  in  one  form  (Zahn,  GK. 
iL  918  f.)  accounts  for  the  circulation  of  copies  lacking  16*'*  by 
assuming  that  t'cter**  death  i>rcventcd  Mark  from  complcliitg  the 
volume  at  once,  and  that,  before  he  could  do  so,  copies  of  it  were 
made  by  sonie  of  his  friends.  There  is  a  partial  parallel  \a  the 
literary  fortunes  of  the  notes  written  by  Arrian  of  the  lectures 
of  Epictelus,  which,  like  the  lirst  edition  of  the  Stligio  Mtdta, 
were  at  first  published  surreptitiously,  or  at  least  without  the 
connivance  of  the  author.  Otherwise,  accident  or  deatli  may  be 
held  to  have  prevented  the  author  from  ever  finishing  his  treatise. 
(iL)  The  original    conclusion   may  also   have   perished,  bow 

' }itt(A^  [NT Etkik.  1S99. 4t3)irt:im  thu  ihooch  IhedcacisacddencKl, 
It  "adnilnibly  rtflKU  ihe  fctting  shich  lilU  ihe  evan^lisl  ■*  be  itacdi 
htfrrtt  JctuL  Jt«u«  U  10  him  tba  MOtd  tajtbaj  «f  huoiuilly,"  with  hia 
powa  ovei  dEmom,  etc 
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crer,  not  by  the  accidenlal  mutilation  of  the  autograph,  but 
becaoae  U  was  supprcstcd  %oon  after  the  gospel  wss  wriiten. 
The  poitibilitjr  of  this  ia  not  to  be  dented  on  a  priori  grounds. 
The  gospel  was  short ;  it  lacked  the  special  Tcnturcs  of  Mt.  and 
Lk.,  in  which  the  bulk  of  it  had  been  incorporated,  and  its  slow 
circulation  in  the  tub-aposiolic  age,  reflecting  its  initial  literary 
fortunes  (cpL  Burkill,  7\i>a  /.ectuns  oh  Ihe  Gotftb,  pp.  31  f.), 
serves  to  cxj>lain  how  all  trace  of  the  original  conclusion  perished. 
Al  one  time  there  must  have  been  i>raclicall)-  onl/  a  single  copy 
to  existence,  and  that  minus  the  closing  leaf.  A  plausible  reason 
Tor  its  removal  (Rohrbach)  was  that  it  gave,  tike  the  lost 
(suppressed  f)  part  of  the  Gospel  of  Peter,  a  Galilean  account  of 
the  Kcsunect  ion -appearances  which  did  not  tally  with  Ihe 
Asiatic  traditions  of  the  Elders,  who  favoured  Luke  (cp.  Lk  14' 
with  Mk  16')  and  John,  or  dse  (Rtfvilte)  that  it  was  too  brief 
and  unconventional  to  suit  the  needs  of  the  later  church.  The 
COfD(nlation  of  the  canon  (especially  and  primarily  of  the  four 
gospels)  then  led  to  the  addition  of  16*'*^  with  its  generalised  and 
conventional  statement  of  the  resurrection  appearances, 

Id  a  region  where  ne>rl)r  evny  uep  is  ■  BunniK,  thii  U  ai  plauiilile  >s 
Miy  hypMhrsit  yd  olfcrtd,  but  it  iravet  two  quc*ti«n«  oprn :  (0)  What  of 
ihe  oiiipittl  condiuiion  ?  Cbd  kny  Inuc  of  it  be  diKoveccd  1  (A)  And  *h»l 
of  the  latei  lecDnd-centuty  tii|i|ileniciit  or  ajitirndii  (1^"}? 

(a)  Oiiviuiuty  ihe  Mucan  epilogue  included  an  oppeamiM  of  Jeaus  to 
I^HeI  {*a  raol  uid  Luke),  probably  in  Galilee  (qi.  Melzer,  I'M.,  1901,  147- 
15&)— which  lu^esitaconneciion  between  il  itnil  the  Compel  of  Peter.  Mure 
detailed  teconiitdiciioni  <cp.  T.  S,  Koidam,  IIJ.,  1905,  769-790)  u<  pco- 
cuiom.  iboiigh  we  xae.y  fall  boek  pruviiionally,*  with  Blair  {Afes/«/K  C9if*l, 
37»-jSs).  on  l-k  14'-  """,  'nd,  with  E.  J.  CLxMlspeed  {,AJT.,  1905,  4S4-4901 
cp.  W.  C.  AUcn.  ICC.  JO)  f.).+  on  Mt  JB**  (ot  ralhet  on  Ml  aS'-'"'  ■•-»), 
ihaa  whkb,  ai  Ml.  luuully  enlarj^  hit  tuurcn,  the  Mircan  appendix  on 
budiy  tnvc  txcn  lonipc.  Goodipccd's  vcnicm  of  the  suppotcd  ori);inal  it  as 
faUowi:  And Ui»id Jriut  mel  litm,  laying.  Hail.  And  liiy  iamt  anJ lt«i 
Md  if  kii/iH  mud  avnii/fa/  Aim.  7'ArH  lailk  /itm  If  Hum.  Bi  ii»l 
afraiJ.go,  Itll  mf  brttkrfii  U  dlfart  intt  OaliUt,  and  ihfrc  %haU  lAty  itt  mt. 
And  Ikt  ^JrPtH  di«ifiis  mnl  inU  Caliitt  HHie  Iht  mountain  a/hut  Jtsul 
knd  afffinUd  Iktm.  And  Jam  mm*  U  litm,  and  ivAat  ikiy  mv  ktm  lity 
wrikifftd  Aim,  ill  itmt  JotiHrd.  And  At  ffait  tmlf  tktm,  laying.  All 
ttUkfrily  talk  Attn  /rnm  malf  m/  in  ktntn  and  nfvn  tartk.  Oa  ye  Iktrt. 
fort  »^  makt  diitifhi  tf  all  lAt  naliam,  UaiAiug  Iktm  t»  tiurvt  aUlkingt 
MUfnmtr  /  A«tW  temmandid  jva.     And  la.  I  am  witA  yau  ahuay^  nan  ««A 


'Tke  ofajcoions  are  noticed   by  K.   Lake,  Tk4  Ketmmttian  tf  Jtuu 
CAr^(i907}>S>f->>n'>  Roidam  ()i[i.  770(.>, 
tCp.  ^'i^t,  fT  PrttUmi,  iiaf. 
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tAt  anf  af  tit  Mwtd.     Id  IhU  cut,  the  Ion  ol  the  ending  tronid 
prnbably  Ix  acfitlmial  ihui  delibcntc. 

{b)  1l  \y  no  IniiKcr  nccctury  *  (o  ipend  lime  in  IniJing  Ihc  cumulative  and 
overwhelming  ptuof  Itam  lexliul  criticiun  (Tlicliendotri  A'7'.'  i.  V^y-iff7  i 
WIl.  ii.  iS-Jt  ;  2ahn,  (7/',  ii.  9>i>-9j8}>  itrlulic  cnniidentiont  (cp.  Swele, 
>cvt  C),  wid  intern*!  contrnW,  thai  thii  eoidonticil  *nj  tccondarr  (ragmcDl 
WM  not  the  Mbioji  ooncluiion  of  ihe  |[oipd.  Bui  iliit  nc|;>live  enUlnljr 
dun  nol  lead  to  many  pouiivc  results  upon  iti  chancier,  dale,  ot  luthonh^ 
It  iijuiit  pouilile  (hit  It  originally  cxiNtol  in  indeptnilcnt  (orm  before  i(  waa 
incorporated  in  in  pictenl  place,  like  the  HoRicric  caUlogue  t>[  ihe  ttoops  In 
Iliad,  I****",  or  that  it  repietcnit  the  cloac  uf  aoine  narralii«  of  the  re>un«c- 
lion,  bM«d  upon  Inrerior  itadiiion,  the  opening  of  which  hu  hecn  irtcuievAUy 
lo*t.  Allempis  hai-e  alio  been  made,  but  uniuceeiifully,  to  connect  Ji  wUh 
the  Tcachini;  or  Pmching  of  Peter  (Znhn,  CK.  i.  913  n. ;  raa  Uobschttu, 
TU.  ai.  I.  75-79).  Tiobably  the  clue  to  ill  origin  it  (o  be  inughl  in  ibc 
opening  decade*  of  the  lecond  century,  when,  according  to  Rohrbach'a 
theory,  the  U"ipi.'1  was  furnished  with  ili  unauthonlii:  mnrlukion  by  ibose  who 
edited  the  nrti  canon  of  the  smpeti,  and  when  (he  appcndii  h**  added  li> 
the  Fourth  gmpcl.  There  \t  no  adequate  evidence  for  Knhrbach'*  idea  (to 
H.  Schmidt,  SK.,  1907.  489-513)  Ihal  Mk  16*-*  it  utid  in  Jtt  II,  b« 
olhcrwuc  hii  recoiulruction  iili  in  with  the  main  dali  of  the  problem. 

This  pfoccts  i>  auumcd  by  Kohrlmch  \i>  have  ukcn  place  in  Aiia  Mioar.t 
Now,  Ihe  volutne  of  expoiuiiana  or  lllMiniiona  of  Cbriu't  word*  which 
hpiu  compiled  (Eu*.  Jf.  £.  tii.  39.  8f.)  during  the  fitu  pan  of  the  lecood 
oenluiy.  conulncd  many  tradilioni  >nd  iurt^"*  of  the  Loid'i  Mytngt 
landed  down  by  Aritlion,  among  ihcm  appaiently  B  ttoiy  of  Joiliu  inrnamed 
Banaboi  (Ac  I**'")  having  drunk  some  deadly  poinn  «ilh  impunity.  This 
would  tally  with  Mk  id"^  eirellently.  Fuithermorc,  an  AiiMo(n)ar  Ptilsis 
known  (Eus.  /^.  £.  Iv.  6.  3]  to  have  lived  and  written  alter  a.  11.  135,  whom 
Re*ch(7'£/.  X.  >.  449-456;  TiSt.  109-110;  FauUHiimui,  ]95-3^)  take* 
lo  ha<rc  edited  (r.  a,  P.  140}  Ihe  (int  anon  of  the  gokpeli, — the  aiehttypaof 
Codex  Dciiic.~-<uid  whom  Ililgenfcld  (ZtVT.,  tSSj.  I],  >Sh,  697)  openly 
idenliliei  with  the  Ariitian  of  Papiai.  'A^vrwr  It  certainly  (he  mote 
common  form  of  'Xptrrim,  and  b«h  «je  apt  to  be  confuaeil ;  but  EmoUus 


I 
I 


*  AH  that  can,  together  with  ■  good  deal  thai  evinnt,  be  Mid  on  tti  behalf 
may  be  teen  by  the  cuHout  in  Burgon't  well-known  and  indiive  tieMiie  (7^ 
iMi  TWAw  Vtrui  of  Ik*  GeifitI  atc»'diiig  U  St.  A/jri,  1S71)  and  in  7it 
Tndititnat  Tixl  if  llu  HeJy  Gtifili  (1896),  pp.  iQSf.  RcUci  Mill  (A-rW. 
I00f.)ho1<lt  that  it  waxofldrd  by  Mark  (r.  A.l>.  63-64)  to  the  ori|[inal  (oapd 
which  be  wrote  about  twenty  yoan  earlier,  while  /.  F.  van  Kaitrreo  {KB., 
1901.  140i.)  makn  Mark  add  il  after  the  appoiance  of  [.k.'i  c»*P*'>  *^ 
Hilgcnfeld  lii^ulaily  mainlaini  tlic  auiheniicity  of  the  fABage.  Fntba 
diKuuiont  in  DS.  iii.  351-3,  and  JtXT.  5S0~555. 

t  E>en  if  Mk  t6"  were  held  lo  be  icltected  In  llermaa(jV«.  ix.  15.  l-iX 
Ihik  would  not  imply  ncceuailly  that  Mk  l6^*  emanated  oIm  from  the 
Roman  church  <io  Sianion,  CUD.  i.  ti~^),  fu(  It  could  eaaily  h*v« 
leached  ftome  from   Aala   Minor,   tad   would  nuunlly  do  ao,  under  the 
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pliifiljr  Kpidtd  the  diadplc  and  the  Jewish  Chriitiui  his(OTi>n  ts  diffeteni 
penons,  wo  thai  wt  we  ihrown  tack  npan  canjcctuiet.  CunTbeaie'i  <li>- 
M*Cty  of  ■  (ciilh  ftnlury  Atmenlui  codex  with  ('Afufrwrm  wftafiirHpai') 
"ftnnibc  ptediytei  A»i»io"  oppoiite  Mk  iS*"*  belwMn  rv,*-*  ISrf.' v'di. 
141  I- :  £jif*  u.  401 1.  i,  M<me<i  al  (inl  to  clear  up  mallcti,  by  revealin)-  ■ 
tiukboa  {iruuwotlhy  lhoU][)i  l>tc)  which  viewrcd  the  puuge  »  ■  Jt^^^"' 
(Lk  t')  oi  AtiiiioD  the  Loid't  disciple.  Amtido's  conidbuiion*  to  Pa.piM 
wet*  orsl.  it  it  trot ;  no  wiillen  inrmi>rand*  am  nicnlionr<l  by  Kuteliiut.  But 
he  may  have  been  an  author  at  well  at  John  the  pretliyiet,  and  he  may  ha«e 
wtiiLm  a  tuitf  nanative  of  Juui  uid  the  aposils  (i*^  teems  to  open  out 
1010  a  ncoid  bkc  that  of  Ac  ■),  for  li^rmrit  in  Lk  1'  covrcii  a  written  tovoe 
ai  wdl  at  an  onil.  "  li  may  be  fuiiher  remarked  Ihal  If  Atiation  wu  a 
ditciple  of  the  Lord,  or  even  a  fellow  and  companion  of  ihe  apoMlea,  he  was 
pcofaabl]'  an  inhabitant  of  Palettine ;  and  thi*  agccta  well  with  the  palriatic 
MUenent  alicadf  noticed  [Victor  of  Aniloch]  Ihal  lh«  ancient  Palestinian  cop;r 
of  Haik  included  ihetc  Iwclve  vene*-"  Conybrare'l  conjecture  *  hai  been 
wlddy  accepted,  /./.  by  Kntnick,  Nctllc,  Swcte,  I.ltco  (In  ftatalii  Sam- 
JmrM),  Eck  (.Pituis.  JoArt.,  1S9K,  pp.  43-43>  at  by  Theologus  in  the  (Bine 
faamal  fur  1S9;,  p.  M7).  Mad«r  \bX.,  1905.  169  f).  Rnhiliach,  Sanday 
{DB.  li.  63S-639).andaiapaian  l^fw  ^/nA/..  190J,  5of.).  Bui  it  ii  not 
cemin  whether  Aiiilo  of  Pella,  who  wrote  an  accuunl  of  JudEca'i  tevall 
BCkiBM  Hadrian,  it  the  tame  at  the  Christian  elder  Arlntlon  who  forniEd  one 
«i  hpiat'  toutoes  of  inrotmaiJon  (//.  E.  iii.  39),  at  even  whelhcr  the  fanner 
wtMe  Tit  Di^ff"  ■>) Jaum  and  fafitmt.  Hit  petiod  ii  almott  loo  lale  to 
permit  of  hian  being  called  a  diiciple  of  Ihe  Lord.  FuithenDotc.  Aritlion  1> 
Ml  definileljr  called  'the  pteabylcr' by  Papi&i  or  Eaiebios,  though  thlt 
otqectun  it  ptrtnpa  not  wiiuua.  The  potubillly  of  the  Aimeniaa  {lots 
beinc  an  etroi  mutl.  of  courte.  be  admitted  ;  but  tome  valid  account  of  how 
tbc  cnof  atote  it  ncccvary,  and  lo  luppoie  ii  wu  due  Id  the  Armenian  tciibe 
rw>*f't  Arlitiim  oi  Aruton  with  Mom*  of  Oiuienc't  Aiiiion,  the  accretary 
td  BUlop  Maik  (?)  io  Jeruialcia  after  A.D.  IJ5.  iccmi  huardoai,  iletpll« 
rroC  Bacon's  iacrDioua  arcumenli  (/i<^.*  ail.  401  f,  ;  DCG.  i.  114-118). 
Tbc  Armenian  hitloiian'i  evidence  i*  not  enouf^h  to  prove  that  he  knew 
tbont  Artnoa  independently  of  Euiebiiu.  Upon  the  whole,  then,  while 
Conybeaie'i  theory  cannnt  be  nid  lo  have  furnished  Ihe  final  loliiliun  of  Ihe 
HUlilwn.  h  nBli  I  ■  not  uninipoitanl  hini  upon  the  compotilion  of  (hit  pasta£o.1 
If  AifalionwM  not  its  author,  he  may  have  been  it>  tource  or  one  of  its  toutcea 
(for  16'*''*  perlMpi).     At  any  rale,  Ihc   p«tsa|-e  appcan  to  have   existed 

*Cp>  Eluhard,  ACL.  L  pp.  115  L,  and  Zahn'i  Ftnekunpm,  n.  >t9f. 
Tlie  enticimi*  of  Reach  and  Zahn,  which  substantially  favour  Conybeatc*! 
Mai*  ootilnitfoD.  ore  reproduced  In  Bif.*  *.  219-ijt. 

tTbc  Koondaiy  at  well  u  legendary  choiactec  of  the  pattage  la  obvioni 
In.*-"  irflectinj  Lk  If  +  John  »>■'•,  v»."'»  being  an  echo  of  U  n**, 
T*."-"  oi  Ac  a^"  iSM,  ind  vv.»-»  of  Lk  a4*^,  Ac  !»■").  BcBides  Ihe 
r(Icfeacc(v.>^lotbcglaiHilaliti,cp.  w,'»"=  1  ■n3'',*.'»  =  Col  1*  v,'*  = 
1  Th  a",  V.I*  s  Ac  16",  ood  V."  s  Heb  9*— evidence  which  is,  of  course,  far 
lra«  jiulifylaf  the  tbetii  of  fL  H.  Evani'  monograph,  Si.  An>;  lAr  AmUitrsJ 
Ui  loii  Iwtlw  ytna «/  ihi  StttmlCeiftl (liXb). 
16 


(irieEtully  In  a  Umgtr  •ml  higit  Icim,  to  iii(l|!«  from  Jeramc''*  (f.  /MV'  II-  >5i 
cp.  Hunack,  Tt/.  lij.  I,  «id  Tmhu't  F«ruktiitS"''  "'  >■?)  iiuauUoa  of  s 
puc^-e  which  Xkj  IcIwKii  v."  and  v.".  Thi*  iguoratioii  hat  bnn  reocMlf 
oombownl  bjr  the  diKO'cry  of  a  new  pnpyiiui.  jciome'a  voidi  ue ;  /■ 
fxAiudia  tstnflariiHt  ti  maximt  t'm  Gr,ati  it^ntmi  iH.ite  Atarmm  iMfam 
riut  mmmptii  Kriiilur:  'fiaittit  jimm  ointitiiitnu  imi^im,  affamii  tii 
lata  tt  txfntaiiit  iiundalUatim  tl  Jtirtliam  t«t4ii  temm,  ftia  ill,  fui 
KidiruHl  ttiwt  rtmrgenltm,  tun  trtJidrrtinl,  it  i/A'  taliifatMfl  dUmta: 
laaiiniH  iitud  inifuifiitii  tt  iH/rnfii/italii  ttti  lalaiia  til,  fui  nm  liitil  ftr 
immuHdei  i/iri/m  uiran  dti  affrtAttnii  iiirtltttm  ;  Uiirit  iam  nujii  rmiia 
itulilif  iHomJ'  Rohrluch  {pjj.  io(.)altetnple(l  to  tecxnitnict  ihc  Gt«ck 
original  of  ihU  |)au«i;e,  but  il  hiu  nuvr  been  iliK<n«ied  In  the  to-iallcd  freer- 
tc^on  (cp.  Suiden,  Siil.  H'arlJ,  190S,  138-143 :  E.  J.  Goodspccd,  itiJ. 
at8-»6,  with  the  ciiiiquB  of  C.  R.  Grc^i)',  diu  f-'rur-LigitH,  1908)  af  an 
anciti  (bdh  ctniufy)  maniucri[K  of  the  Eti^pc'*  xhlch,  between  Mk  16"  and 
if*,  nuu  thu  !— ■!«»«  iffXryovrTe  U-ywro'  An  i  ati»  vtrai  rvt  drs#il« 
lal  rfti  dvijrfet  (ir4  rJr  Zatauir  trrir  i  fil)  Vwf  r4  frrS  ri»  mifi^THr 
iti9iii>ra  r^r  d^^ifoai'  toC  0rolj  tanXtfi/fSat  i(niiW  Jit  raiiTe  (IffMdXii^er 
tvS  ri)r  Aiioieffilnir  i)Ji|.  /ifirti  (\ryor  ry  X^vryi  ieoI  J  X^m^tAi  /ir(>«r 
r^of^Xryn'  An  TtrXil^rai  A  3ji»i  rwF  frar  r^i  /(ei«lat  raS  Zarerv,  IXXi 
fVTlfii  dXXa  Jtird'  nl  ur^p   rJiv    iiiapriifirttir  t^  rap(JMi|r  ill  MMftv. 

«(puy  imivuni^r  lal  t^Sai/Tor  rqi  Juat«<n'n)i  lifo*  (Xw>'>^4*>''i*-     tMA 
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In  the  light  of  this,  it  becomes  probable  that  lh«  source  from 
which  Mk  t6*'^  was  taken  was  some  early  apocr]r|)ha)  gospel; 
that  the  passage  was  not  written  (cp.  WarHeld,  Textual  Crit.  ef 
NT,  199  f.)  for  its  present  position,  and  that  when  it  was 
borrowed,  it  was  not  borrowed  in  complete  form.  At  an  wirly 
dat^  however,  some  sn)tences  which  had  originalljr  bin  between 
16'*  and  16''  were  transcribed  on  the  margin  of  at  least  one 
Creek  codex  of  the  gospel,  and  eventually  found  their  wajr  into 
the  text.  Jerome  quotes  a  part  of  them ;  the  Frcer-logion 
preserves  (he  whole  of  the  excerpt.  It  is  slill  an  open  (luesiion 
whether  the  pasage  is  or  is  not  allied  to  the  Palestinian 
presbyter-traditions,  which  are  preserved  bf  Papias  (so  Hamack, 
TLZ.,  190S,  168-170).  The  Urminut  ad  futm  for  its  date  is 
about  the  second  quarter  of  the  second  centur>- ;  for,  white  echoes 
of  the  passage  can  hardly  be  heard  in  Cten.  Rom.  and 
Bunibu  (to  Dr.  C.  Taylor,  however,  in  £xf.*  viii.  71-S0), 
much  leas  in  Hebrews  (van  Kasteren),  it  was  known  to  Talian 
tnd  the  yf^a  f^/ali,  if  not  to  Jtistin  Martyr  (Afoi.  i.  45),  ar>d  a 
Syriac  version  may  be  postulated  by  i-.  A.tx  150  (Chucy  ^riae 
EUmtnliit  Codtx  Btut,  150-157). 
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LmRATDM.— ^a)  Ediliiwii — Lulhcr  (15JS] ;  W.  Muiciilni  {In  Etangil- 
A«M)  Mattkamm  Cmmmfularii  .  .  .  Jierr'i,  etc.  <IS4S)  1  Frroi  (^XHoTa- 
tinttt,  isr;!;  DMimii  [isS]);  Jnnwrtiiu  (Lcyden,  158^1;  AlptioriK 
Aaeodidto  iCtmmtmlana  in  Ev.  D.  Mall.,  Madrid.  IJ9I-}];  MaldonatUS 
0596)1  KirMcniiu  {Nttj  in  Af.  Evanft/ium,  1610);  Fairoi  (i&4))i  }■  B. 
Li^fool  {HoTi*  Httrakti,  165S) :  J.  Gcrhaid  {Annvlali»ti^,  1663) ;  Eluier 
{Ctmmtnlat  I'ni,  cd.  SlOKh,  1767) ;  Dc  Bcsuiobcc  ei  Lcnfiini  (^  imm  itnipm 
^ tin guftt att.  to  Si.  MaltXrtD,  tvilk  Cem/n.  mi  aSlit  dtfitull  fatiaftt,  Eng. 
D.  1779,  Cunbrlilge,  U.S.A.)i  Wikelicld  <r7St);  Aloji  GiaU,  KHiiuk- 
kislrr.  C*mmtmiar  niat'iVai) -.  Friuiclie  ( I S]6) ;  J.  E.  K.  KaulTer  (iSa?); 
Glocklcf  (I-'renVfwt,  1835);  de  \Velle>  liSjS) ;  Bkuin|[«(rn-Cni*lu>  (cd. 
Olio,  i&Ml;  I'elei  Schcgg  (lSs6^) :  M.  Ainoldi  (Triet,  rSj6):  T.  J. 
ConuiE  (Nn  Yoik,  1S60)  ^  J.  A.  Alnnnder  (New  York.  iS6i)i  l^agi* 
(1868,  &)«,  U.,  Schitir,  tSlH)  i  YL  ¥.  Gniu  (1876) ;  Wickethaui.  (cd.  Zkim, 
1876);  Mcyo*  (1876.  Eng,  U..  Edin.  iS??) ;  ).  L.  Sommcr  (rS;?) :  Kdl 
(LdpdK,  1877)1  Million  I1K78);  Maii!>cl  [Sfraiii'i  Cemm.  1878)1  Schuu 
(1879)1  ;.  A.  Brondui  (New  Votk,  1887);  Kubet  (1889)1  J.  Moriton* 
(l^ndon,  1890);  Knabcnbauef's  Cemmtnlariiii  {i'u'n,  tSgi)  1  C««  {CCT. 
■894) :  J'  Nie>ut>ch  iffrti-U  CemmfMt.  i'h  uiuhh  litrirentm,  1696)  i  Nixcen* 
(I'M)!  Tke pifti tf  Jam at<e'diHg  U  S.  Mollktw  at  iMtrfrma It  K,  L, 
i/arrimK  fy  lit  tifU  ef  It*  gs^fy  txftritiU4  9f  Sri  farimanda  <  London, 
1898) :  B,  W*il»  (—  Mcy«*,  1898)  1  Baljon,  Ommnlaar  ep  kel  Etx'"  '*"> 
Ml.  (1900)*!  5I*Ici(Cj9.  1901):  illui,  SviUum  in.  .Viitk^mtum  ivria 
iKni«»'(.A^(fi(|l9«>l)l  Cockier  (Ungc'i  jBittl-tVirf,  1901)1  A.  Men,  J)ii 
wiir  tarn.  Esgliti  toilt  Ur.  Ait.  MomhU  Ttxlt.  M^tkaui  (VjOX,  S]m>c 
vcnion,  II.  ud  vinoUtcd)*  ;  V,  Koie  (rarii>  1904)1  Wdlhamcn  (1904)*  ; 
Z«lu.»(^A'  t90i)*l  C.  A.  Wiw-Olwilin  (cd.  1905,  Sluiig.M);  J.  WcU»' 
\,SNT.  1906);  W.  C.  Allen  (tec.  1907)*:  E-  E.  Andctwn  (KdJnburgh. 
(1909)!  B.  KIoil«nnuin  and  Grosmnnn  \.HBNT.  1909)1  Plummcr*(i9io). 

(i)  SMdio — Besides  lueh  p«tri*tic  Mudln  u  the  commenUrirt  of  Origtn, 
Hilary,  aad  Jerome,  Aupistine't  QinxUiati,  ChrytoMom's  Himititt  (cd. 
Hold,  CaBbridBC  1839) ,  ThFOphylul's  Cemmtnlatj  («d.  W.  G.  iliimphtcy, 
Cnnbridce),  Peter  of  Laodina't  (cp.  Krinrici't  fitilragr,  v.,  1908},  PouBin'i 
Citmii  (Tuuloiue,  1646),  uid  the  Venerable  Bede'i  edition  (cd.  1647), 
refetcDCe  nuf  be  oiftdt  10  F.  G.  Mayer  [Stilriifnur  Srtiarmig da  £v.  Ml., 
1818)1  Klcnct,  Katnliem  fmtilitHti  dt  aulkmiia  tvamg.  M.  <l8j3l| 
SchneekrnburEci.  Unfrmng  dii  enttn  karuti.  Evglms  (1834)1  G.  C  A. 
timiku,  dt lamftiilinu ivaig.  fitadM.  iri-duiiw {Et\»nfieii,  184]) ;  Delilnch, 
UnliriuriitHpn  Uttr  dit  SnlsUAuHg  m.  An-af  da  Ml.  £iT;/mi  (1853)  j 
J.  S.  KdowIo,  Tiifvffti  allriiulrd  lo  S.  Matlhau  IJU  mard  ef  1A4  tttMi 
tfiginai  af»tlUkt»d  iit^i) ;  C.  l.uthattli.  dt  e*mfan'ritit  Ev.  M.  (1861)1 
A.  Rjville,  iltuiii  mli/uti  lur  PBv.  u/On  S.  Mallkitn  (Lcyden,  l86l> ; 
IbU^cn,  Au  Uiin  //III  nMi  dtr  l>ariUllmg  dfi  Malli^ut  (1866)1 
LMICfOlh,  Siuu  ifinltrfrttalieH  4l  fmitfui  fartiti  dt  F/VtKg.  ul»H  S.  Ml, 
(1876) !  Baihelimu  {SihfJia,  ed.  Sp«nuih.  1879)  i  B.  Wdst,  An  Matlkiui- 
Svgim  HHd  uiitt  Luritifana/^i.'fn  trilart  (IInIIc,  1876)* ;  Renu,  v.  chs. 
«.!».(  MMNlilr»li.  S**mtn  da  litalitni  dt  ramcim  TalamtHl  dami  tfvdngih 
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siioH  .ir.i/f»ini (Paru,  tSSj);  GU,  ffii OrigimaiSfrmbdu  Aft.  SwgtmtlMt, 
Aramaic) ;  F.  Gstdinn  l/BL.,  1890,  1-16.  Ml.  wn>l«  ditcuunn  In  Arunk, 
luul  them  tr.  hita  Gk.,  ktid  iddcd  Gk.  nairmlrvc) :  Ktlbel  (BiU.  WtrU, 
169J.  194  t.,  16^  f.,  *  Fundamenul  Thought  and  Putpote  ot  Maiihe*'): 
T.  Narilfe,  Siiai  mr  f/twtgHt  ttltn  S.  Alitkitu  (Laiu*ntw,  IS^J): 
lUtmaa  KfBL.,  189J,  114-114;  'The  JadaUm  of  the  Fini  Ga*pd')| 
A.  B.  Bruce,  Wiih  Oftn  Fatt  (1S96),  pp.  1-14  ;  Jnlichei  \PME.  lii.  439- 
439)  i  HauMlriUr,  '['roblrm*  dn  MaithUut'F.velmi'  \BFT.,  \tfxt,  rf.,  on 
virginbirth  and  Lotd'i  praya  ipcdally)  :  V.  Bullet  KDB.  u,  396-JOfl: 
Blau,  *  Texl-kri<ische  BtmnknDgen  iii  Mallhlcu '  {Bl-T.  iv.  4) :  PAriilctfr. 
IM.  11.  301-395;  A.  S.  Baioct  {JTS.,  1905.  187-30J) ;  A.  Cut  («*/■'• 
■9<>7i  339'349>  *  Anihcntidty  and  Originality  of  Firu  gMpel'h  B«rkin, 
a»!^!  Niiimy  (uvJ  lit  Traiiimiiiiaii,  p|>.  184  f. ;  W.  C.  Allen  IDCC.  iL 
143-150)1  Ilawkmi(/^5.  154-178)1  D.  II.  MMtj.du  Beifra/^tmU^AU 
d.  Slraphmtkterit  (1908). 

§  1.  Phn  and  outline. — It  it  essential,  at  th«  outset,  to  feel 
the  massive  unity  of  this  book,  if  any  justice  is  10  bo  done  to  it 
eilhci  from  the  literary  or  from  the  rtligioui  standpoint.  Jesus 
the  true  mediiah,  bom  and  trained  under  the  Jewiili  law,  aiid 
yet  Lord  of  a  church  whose  inward  faith,  organisation,  procedure, 
and  world-wide  scope  transcended  the  legal  limitations  of 
Judaism — this  is  the  dominant  conception  of  Matthew's  gospel 
from  beginning  to  end.  Tht;  book  is  compiled  from  at  least 
two  sources,  and  their  different  nuances  arc  more  than  once 
unmistakable;  but  these  di.tciepancics  and  vanalions  do  not 
blur  the  fmal  impression  made  by  the  writer's  clear-cut  puT]K)«e 
(cp,  Renan,  v.  pp.  199  f.).  He  wishes  to  show  that,  in  spite  of 
the  conlcmpurary  niplure  between  Judaism  and  Chrbtianity, 
there  has  been  a  divine  continuity  realised  in  the  origin  8x>d 
issues  of  faith  in  Jesus  as  the  ChrisL  (it)  Thou  thalt  tait  his 
name  Jesus  :  /or  h*  skail  saw  Mis  I^ople  from  Ifuir  tins.  That 
People  is  no  longer  Israel  (cp.  31**),  but  a  wider  community. 
(&)  A  grtattr  than  the  ttmplt  if  here,  one  who  is  also  (e)  the 
promulgator  of  a  new  Law  which  transcends  the  old  (cp.  s"* 
sgV).  The  three  uaed  possessions  of  Judaism  have  thvis  passed 
into  higher  uses,  as  a  result  of  the  life  of  Jesus  the  Christian 
messiah.  It  is  Ml's  aim  to  justify  this  transition  by  showing 
from  the  life  of  Jesus  how  it  was  not  the  claim  of  a  heretical 
sect  who  misread  the  Bible  by  the  light  of  their  own  presumpCu- 
ousness,  but  the  realisation  ofa  divine  purpose  ond  the  verification 
of  divine  prophecies  in  the  sphere  of  history. 

The  opcninc  aecJon  ( i'-4*'|  detcttbes  the  preparMioa  of  Jcnu  for  Mt  work, 
hia  birthroll  tl'-").  birth  (l"-»").  I»pti>ni  «  the  hand*  of  John  (3'-'*).  and 
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MiapallM  (4*-*')'  The  aneit  of  John  mark*  hlo  rciScal  wid  nium  lo  GsUIm, 
whm  Kaphamauinbecuneihehudquutenof  huC*llle*nmiwlon(4"-i8'']. 
A  MOiMuy  or  introduction  14='^  rrpi^)'*'  ■  •  ■  liU^iwr  .  .  .  lal  tiipirtur 
.  .  .  ml  fi^rciWi)  Uyt  »ueu  *  upon  his  pfcachin|>  ui  tcurliinij,  ihon  upon 
Ui  Wtllng  potrcn.  Hence  wc  gel  Gitl  of  ijl  b  cycle  of  Inching  15-7.  (he  ki- 
allied  Sermon  on  ihe  Mouni).  (uUowed  by  ■  eyclo  nf  inciilenu  in  bit  heilinc 
wo*k  (8'-«^,  nuinly  inir*dci).|  The  tummuy  01  IntiuductlQn  U  tbm  re- 
ptauil  ig^),  ia  order  10  psve  the  way  foi  the  wider  miuion  of  the  twelve 
(to***)  tad*  Kcneral  mrreyol  the  icUiion  of  hu  omn  wock  to  itut  of  John, 
u  irell  u  of  itt  Galilao  leiiilu  (ii''*'l.I 

Hlthcflo  ibc  ilmU  ini]  diic>plc«  of  Jesiii  have  occulted  the  foreground  ot 
IbeSOfpcl.  Now  the  evanjieliu  doetilies  in  more  d<'t>il  (e|).  9'"')  the  nature 
of  the  opponlion  which  hehadloeDooiinier  tram  the  rhiiriKes(ti''^  is-n.  n-ii. 
**^,  Kbtile  a  ictict  of  cuetpti  from  hit  |)iirablc«  (lj''**|  it  >rt  within  ■  brief 
aooDonlaf  hii  itruoed  reUiioai  u-ith  hi>  family  (:i''"]andiown»[otk  (li**"*). 
Thr«e  mn&ctt  develop  into  a  ciiii).  The  murder  of  John  ihc  Bipiiit  (14''") 
driirei  Jcnu  to  taUt  quailen  1l4"'|,  wh«rt  his  niulon  u  intenopled  twice 
b]PC»wuni«n  with  the  Phati*ces  and  sciibei  (15"')  and  the  Pharitcei  and 
StddiKM*  (I6''"I.  Thia  fticnihixlowa  only  loo  clenrly  (he end,  and  Pe(cr'« 
cMfeviMiBt  CEMiea  Hhilippi  (i6'*''°)ii.  thcrefoie  (ollowid  byaKrebtion 
of  the  ooning  tragedy  at  Jcnulem,  in  word  and  deed  (i6*"-  17"-}.  Before 
doaing  Ma  turiAlirc  of  the  Iraliloan  mlaioon,  however,  the  e'vangeliit  add*  a 
nunber of Myinsi  (Ij^-iS"). 

The  Jad«an  minisiiy  really  fall)  into  two  part*,  one  a  brief  record  of  lome 
inddtNta  and  Myin);*  on  the  way  to  Jenimlem  Itgf-K^i,  the  other  an 
account  of  the  triumphal  entry  (11'''')  and  the  (ulde4Ucnt  teaclilni*  (jiven  by 
Jc*M  partly  lo  hit  diidpln  in  private,  partly  to  the  crowd  in  public  (in  ihc 
IcMpk),  iDd  pinijr  tn  contiovcrty  wiih  the  rcligiom  aiilhorilies  (>■"''].$ 
The  period  it  mnmed  up  chiractciixioitly  with  a  long,  tiaulonair  invective 
aguQil  the  aciibei  and  PhoriMe*  (aj)  and  an  apacnlj-plic  forecul  of  the 
faliwe  (>4>,  lotlowtd  by  a  cycle  of  parable*  (15).  Tlie  final  story  of  the 
nunon  (a6'-37')  describei  (he  citcunutaneet  nf  the  arrui  (16'-**),  the  Iiial 
)>6*-J7"),  lh«  crueifivion  (a;***),  and  the  burial  Ur"'"].  Two  appear- 
MWt*  of  Jenu  iflcf  death  are  then  chronicled,  one  in  Jeniialein  10  the 
woiiCM,  one  in  Galilee  to  the  eleven  disciples,  and  the  ministry  of  }tuit  endi 
■»  it  began  wiih  a  coramWinn  npukcn  ftoni  ■  Galilean  hill  |iS*'"-  "''^  *^, 


•  Cp-  4»  with  «"  and  5'. 

tCp.SirJ.C.  lUwkin«on8-9,injr.  all.  471  f-.  nE  Wf. 

S  Note  how  1 1*  lummarites  the  preceding  aeclion,  Ak  il$'ml  nfain  litir 
li^it^).liilam4  wait  (S*-"  9"»), /**  /r/Vrj  a«  Wflwfftf  (8''), /4*  An/ 
ttsr  l^^^,  tit  Atd  art  K*u«i  »i/ [g**  ■■").  ^hJ  thr  fi^  kavt  llu  gnftt 
frmt)ndl»  litm  (9"  to*  ll'). 

|HaM«r  {its..  I90it>  305!.)  ia  tight  in  preFerrirts  Mt-'s  venion  of  the 
panble  in  aa"  to  Lukc'i  •*  being  more  (xiinted  (cp.  Hilgenfltld.  ZHT., 
ll9^  Il6-I4j)i  he  ii  loa  happy  in  aipiing  that  u'''  anil  ai^  *""  are 
dillercBt  rcdactlooa  of  the  tame  Muiy,  and  tlut  the  latter  n  modelled  on  a 
penble  of  R.  ben  Zakkai.  a  Saclducewi  teacher  at  Jamnia  in  (he  lint 
A.D.  (qiwted  In  Shal>laih.  isjf  and  twaed  00  Ecclut  7*,  1m  ti5'*'"). 
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From  Ihe  polnl  of  view  of  effect,  Ihe  work  h  «le«ily  and  oohertsAlj 
Krrangtd  i  ih«  mcccuive  puagimphi  have  ■  comptcheiuive  ivecp  which 
unfold)  the  Icwlini;  kicu  in  ihe  aiilhOT's  minil.  even  wlicn  it  icnorci  the  hiilori- 
ol  pettpeclive  of  the  (ubjecl.  It  U  thli  coniliuctlTe  lilet*i]r  power  which 
chonctciises  Ml.  among  Ihe  ^noptici.  "S'il  ignonit  Vu\  de  peindK, 
ooRimc  Luc,  ou  de  huriner,  cumme  Marc,  It  avalt  p<iiiiiani,  lul  aMil,  no 
lalcnldeboaouvrier.  U  pouMoil  rimielnalion  onlonnautcc  de  I'ltdutecu" 
(Nicolaidot,  p.  ilj). 

§  2.  Afat/Aetv'i  treatment  o/ Mi.— {Cp.  F.  H.  Woods,  SB.  U. 
63  f-;  Wenile,  Syn.  J^rage,  114-178',  Schmiedcl,  EBi.  1847- 
■  S49;  Wellhauscn,  ^>n/.  $  6 ;  Allen,  pp.  xiii-xxxv  ;  NicoUrdot, 
pp.  1-1141  and  B.  H.  Alford,  If/^  1909.  649-661.) 

Besides  Q  {see  above,  pp.  194  f),  Mk.  is  the  main  source  of 
the  editor.  He  has  beated  it  with  a  mixttite  of  deference  and 
ftecdom.  Thus  (n)  in  style,  Ml.  as  a  rule  improves  the  rougher 
or  Atamaic  langtixge  of  Mk.  ;  he  is  fond  of  inserting  8)  instead 
of  aai,  omitting  »ri  often  after  verbs  of  xaying,  diminishing  the 
number  of  imperfects  and  historic  presents,  and  reducing  tbc 
use  of  fipiato  {^p(avTo)  with  the  intinilivc  and  of  compound  Tcrbc 
(cp.  4"  9'  II*)-  In  the  matter  of  chronological  arrangement 
{b)  Mt.'s  procedure  exhibits  more  variations.  Up  to  4"  (from  3*)^ 
for  all  its  additional  material,  the  narrative  of  Mt.  follows  the 
ciaci  order  of  Mk  1  '■**,  but  after  this  it  diverges  sharply.  Mk. 
brings  out  the  synagogue-ministry  of  Jesus  in  Galilee,  but  Mt 
only  roentions  it  vaguely*  in  his  summaries  (4"  9**);  it  is 
not  until  u"'-  (cp.  tj»*)  that  he  gives  any  incident  that  occurred 
in  a  synagogue.  The  impression  crcaltxl  by  Jesus  on  the  first 
occasion  of  his  teaching  in  the  synagogue  of  Kaphamaum 
(Mk  I**)  is  made  by  Mt.  I?**"**)  to  follow  the  long  Sermon  on  the 
Mount t  (SH'O-  After  transferring  Mk  i*»"  (cp.  Mt  8'-*>,  he 
then,  for  the  heating  of  Ihe  demoniac  in  the  same  synagogue 
(Mk  i"**),  substiiiiiM  (he  hc»ling  of  a  centurion's  semint  in  the 
town  {8°"'"),I  For  a  line  or  two  he  now  reverts  to  the  Marcan 
order  (S'*'"  -  Mk  !*•■*•),  rounding  off  this  triplet}  of  cares 
{leprosy,  paralysis,  and  fever)  with  a  pro|)hetic  citation  (8'^  In 
Mk  i"*  the  embarrassing  [>opularity  of  Jesus  as  a  healer  leads 

•  4**"  b  lutalituted  foi  Mk  1"  and  hmed  loosely  em  Mk  i"  ♦  6^. 

tCp.  Molfaii  (£*..  4J7S-4J9I).  Vol»w(PA  T.  1-45),  Adencjr  (iJCff, 
iL  6o7"6ii),  and  Salmon  (//mm««  KUmtml  m  Gtiftlt,  ro9f.). 

J  Probably  beause  it  was  ao  placed  in  Q.  The  selling  of  Ihe  Sermon  Is 
artificially  lalien  from  hik  3",  wliicli  I.k.  [6"'*)  letains  In  ill  originat  pMilion. 

{  One  lulfcf  er  aiki  help  ;  uiotha  biu  li  asked  for  him  i  the  Ihitil  ivceivM 
aid  wiihiiul  atking  (nolt  Ml.'aomiaian  ofMk  i"^). 
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to  leave  Kaplurnaum  to  prosecute  his  proper  woik  of 
preaching  throughout  the  synagogues  of  Galilee ;  but  Mt.  oicreEj' 
tnaka  it  an  occaxion  lor  crasiting  the  lake  (8'^-),  and  inserts  the 
stories  of  Mk  4'*-S*'  (-  Mt  &">-**),  Mk  a'"  (-  Ml  9>"), 
Mk  5"-**  (  -  Ml  9i»''»).*  The  short  account  of  the  choice  and 
cotnmUsion  of  the  tn-elve  (Mk  3'*''*  6"')  ii  then  exjianded 
characteristically  into  a  long  discourse  (Mt  io);f  but  lo''***  ii 
ifietcvant  (ep.  Mk  ij*-"),  and  Ml.  omits  Mk  6'*-'*.  His  com- 
mission Is  not  followed  by  a  mission ;  the  disciples  do  not  go 
forth,  and  consequently  do  not  return  with  any  report  of  their 
work  (as  in  Mk  6*).  Hence  the  connection  of  m'**-  differs 
entirely  from  that  of  Mk  6****'.  The  clevcnih  chapter  has  no 
Marcan  material,  but  for  the  conSicIs  of  ch.  la  Mt.  harks  back 
to  the  substance  of  Mk  jS'-j"  (-  Mt  ij''«),  closing  Vfith  a 
duncteiistic  OT  dialion  (la"*').  Mk  3*'-"  he  omits,  adds  a 
freab  miracle  (ti^^X  »f«l  'hen  (ij«-**)  expands  Mk  j**^, 
foUowtog  it  up  with  Mk  j"-*  (-  ii"'*),  and  an  enlarged 
version  of  Mk  4  {=  Mt  13).  The  adherence  to  Mark's  order 
firooi  this  point  becomes  closer  than  ever ;  having  already  used  up 
Mk  4'*-5*',  Mt.  passes  at  once  to  Mk  6'*(:a  ij"*"),  and  hence- 
forth never  drops  the  Marcan  thread,  though  he  embroiders  it 
often  with  OT  reminiscences,  especially  in  the  passion  (e^.  37**-  **). 
A  oomparison  of  Mk.  and  Mt.  thus  proves  that  the  latter  is 
upon  tbe  whole  secondary,  and  that  he  had  no  in(I<:|M.-ndcnt 
cfaronologicaJ  tradition  or  informalton  to  guide  him  in  placing 
either  sayings  or  incidents.  His  choice  and  disposition  of 
materials  becomes  less  and  less  reliable,  from  a  historical  stand- 
point, when  he  leaves  the  Marcan  record ;  the  Palestinian 
ineodotes  which  belong  to  his  Sondergut  rarely  rise  above  the 
level  of  edifying  stories  to  that  of  historicity.  Mt.'s  corrections 
of  Mk.  are  not  those  of  an  eye-witness,  or  of  one  who  had  access 


'Note  how  the  proident  of  the  rfnatptas  (Mk.)  becoRus  ninply  ihc 
pct^dnt  M  Ml.     Fof  th«  btter  the  symgoGuei  had  wdd  an  evil  icpuution 

t  Od  rtKhing  10>  be  iutfts  a  punge  (to^*  =  Mh  J**-'*)  which  he  had 
rrcriowly  miutd.  and  ihen  expand*  (io^«^  ""I  Mk  6^".  The  whole 
irnitf  threwt  nimble  UkIiI  upon  the  I'almiinian  inuulunt  at  (he  emljr 
dintdi ;  for  it*  Itteraty  ittiiciure.  »ee  B.  Wcin  {QtHlUn  4,  Lit»s-Evilni, 
■sSt),aad.Scba(i  in  /..VIV.  (1906)  140/.  ;  lb(  iu  rrflcetion  <■(  the  ipoiiolic 
eSbns  between  A.n.  joind  60,  WniWIcker,  AA.  i.  i9-]a,  tl.  4tlf.  Un  the 
diftwllyo*  io»-"'(wiih  Mk  if,  Lh  lo* »»»»--).  ste  P.  Mtehinaain 
/tlydti  Jttli£.  (1896)  303-315,  and  A.  Wri^hl  (£7:  iv.  IS3-1S7>> 
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to  special,  firat-hand  sources  of  infomuttion.    Tlteir  origin  b 
almost  entirely  topical. 

The  chtonulcigical  dala  ind  Ihe  lynahconiimt  ue  ctimctcriilical))'  npie. 
The  miHlon  of  John  ihc  BaiiilM  it  dated  ri)ii|;h1y  '  in  ihe  iliyt  of  AtchtUu* ' 
(s"  3*) I  the  writer'*  bvoutiie  Knd  loi»c  rA»«  (j"  n'*-"  is''"  ij"  jo**! 
links  teveral  p«nigniphs  lOKelhrc.  *nd  oven  Ihr  more  exact  refecenoa  ut  u  « 
nil*  diw  lo  theeomeit  (j*?  4>' ■  g*"  ii"  n*  15"  18"  ig^-^elc.)-  The 
firH  xtyins  of  the  Sibbath  is  introduced  /'  ittlr^  rt^  tmnv  (<>'),  without  uiy 
clue  to  Ihe  period.  No  hint  i>  given  nf  the  reiuni  ol  the  ilisciple*  froni  Iheii 
tnlulon,  yel  thii  li  auumed  lo  luve  occurred,  uid  the  place  (13",  cp.  it") 
i*  evidently  KBphunium.  The  remark  of  Herod  (14')  i*  (iniiltTljr  nigvc, 
mnd  Ihe  /*  /irJrq  rg  &pf  uf  rS>  is  *t  once  vigtior  &»il  more  pr«eiM  than  tSe 
teltin)!  of  Mk  9"**.  The  rellr&l  to  Galilee  (4")  i*  iimplj  dsled  aft«  (he 
utest  of  John  ihc  Bnpliil,  but  neilhrt  here  nor  later  (4"'-  S"  cf^  ll'  IJ** 
16')  a  any  diiniion  of  lime  indicated.  Scime  of  fh«  time  notice*  (f^.  8") 
ue  bonowcd  directly  from  Mk. :  othei  chronoloKiod  notes  ate  more  chaiaetc*- 
iiliCi  «x  9'*  (x'tiitr  Jtt  wci  iffaJting).  11'  (after  inWruclinc  the  twelve  fo* 
Iheli  mlulon,  Je«u*  depnru  on  one  of  hin  own),  1 3"  (a*  at  9"),  13'  i»  rp  iW^ 
iflr^),  is"  <lliree  dayi  apait  with  [he  crowd). 

{^  The  writer's  engrossing  interest  in  the  sayings  oi  }esi» 
leads  him  not  only  to  break  up  the  Marcsn  rurrative  with 
masses  of  logia,  arranged  in  systematic  blockit,  but  to  abbreviate 
Maik's  introductory  matter  (cp.  the  omission  of  Mk  9"-**  in 
17'**').  Where  Luke  generally  omits,  Mt.  prtfcTS  to  andcnse 
or  cotnpresi  (statistics  in  HS.  158-160). 

It  ii  ■  further  note  of  Mt.  tii  tiuerl  names  *  where  (he  Marcas  •Otit*  bad 
nunc  (*x  Mwihcw,  <^;  Cjiiaphas,  36*' "1  Je»u»,1-  j?"'"),  Thi»  drcnrn- 
ilanlial  trait  11  counterbalanced  by  a  tendency  10  allegorite  Maican  layinE* 
(cp.  Nicolaidol,  L4lfrK/J/i  dt  KidaelitH  Jei  Trois  Primitn  ^vitftulu,  pp. 
J7-46).  Matthew  conduda  with  ■  wying  of  Jciut.  and  thit  lalliei  with  hit 
pe«ler  emphuii  on  Ihe  Lord's  doctrine.  Unhke  Mk.  (i^'^jand  even  Luke 
(f*****),  he  confines  the  authority  of  Jesus  lo  leaching,  iiuiead  ol  cmtincing 
undo  ii  the  powet  of  aorcinng  demons,  elc.  Il  is  ihe  sayingi  rather  than 
the  namiivet  of  his  book  which  reflect  hialoriesl  Indltions ;  the  oBBlenU  <rf 
Ihe  latter  kre  Mmetime*  at  amtrieuous  as  their  oonneclloni. 

i^i)  The  later  and  more  ecclesiastical  standpoint  of  Mi. 
comes  out  definitely  in  his  recasting  of  th«  Marcan  traditions 
relating  to  the  di.sciples  and  Jesus.  The  former  play  a  mure 
important  r61e  than  in  Mk. ;  thus  the  saying  abotit  Ihe  spiritual 
family  of  Jesus  is  conlincd  to  them  (Mt  it**)  instead  of  bdng 

*  On  the  names  In  Mk.,  see  Wright  (iiniM  NT  Prtiitmi,  S7-7j).  and 
C  D.  Bnrai  {Cmttnferary  Ktvinr,  1507,  417-4M)' 

t  That  Ihii  rtadine  ii  pcefenble  ta  Ihe  ordinary  text,  b  shown  by  Borkitt 
{Btmig.  Da-Mtfk.  IL  a77-37S>. 
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jddrcised  generally  to  the  bystanders  (Mk  3").  Ml.  minimises  • 
cbe  faults  of  the  disciples  (13'*"  with  Mk  4",  cp.  13";  14** 
with  Mk  6** ;  i6*''*  with  Mk  S"-** ;  cp.  ihe  si|;mfiaiiit  omission  of 
Mk  9*-'*  ■*,  ihc  smoothing  down  of  Mk  g"*- in  1 8"-,  the  change 
oi  Mk  10**  in  10"  «tc.),  and  endiiiAvouri  to  eliminate  or  10 
soften  any  irait  derogatory  to  the  credit  of  the  twelve.  A 
similut  reverence  for  the  character  of  Jesus  appears  in  his 
oaunkm  of  words  or  pasHiges  like  Mk  1"  3*  3*^  (charge  of 
madness)  10"  and  ti',  and  in  changes  like  those  of  19'* 
(Mk  lo'^)  and  36"  (cp.  Mk  14*');  the  miraculous  power  of 
Jesus  is  heightened  (contrast  8"  with  Mk  1"",  171"'*  with 
Mk  9**"**  etc),  and  the  author  shrinks  as  far  as  possible  from 
allowing  demons  to  recognise  him  as  the  met.iiah ;  [  the 
prophetic  power  of  Jesus  is  also  expanded  and  made  more 
definite  (cp.  7"  la**  3i*»  34'*  26*  etc.). 

5  J,  S/ni^/ure.—T'hi  composite  nature  of  Matthew  may  be 
explained  not  only  on  ctic  hypothesis  of  the  use  of  earlier  sources, 
bat  also  on  the  theory  that  the  canonical  text  represents  later 
gloues,  interpolations,  and  eipansions,  tike  that  in  Sir  49'*'*. 
The  three  places  at  which  this  theory  (which  depends  largely  on 
the  use  of  textual  criticism)  comes  into  special  prominence  are, 
<is)  i-a,  (i)  r6'",  and  (<■)  aS'"*". 

(a)  The  /Si'^Anc  ytrimot  of  i-a  represents  the  author's  version 
of  a  Palestinian  tradition  which  already  contained  the  virgin  birth. 
None  of  its  three  sections  (i'"  the  genealogy,  i*"  the  birth, 
a'*  the  childhood),  not  even  the  first,  need  be  anything  else 
than  a  free  composition ;  whaTewi  was  Ihe  basis  for  the  Jewi.ih- 
Cfariattan  belief  upon  which  the  writer  drcvr  (cp,  W.  C  Allen, 
tmtrprtter,  1905,  pp.  51  f.;  Box,  iHd,,  rgoft,  igsf.),  Ihe 
narrative,  judged  from  the  standpoint  of  literary  ctnlidsm,  offers 
no  adequate  criteria  for  distinguishing  between  a  source  and  an 
editor,  or  between  an  original  gospel  and  an  addition.     It  is  a 

*  Bdi  mi  invuiaUr  (cp.  15"  uid  a6*). 

t  SMh  th*  dotif*  to  *parc  ihv  iwclvc  unil  (h«  crliicianM  lo  dw«l1  on  the 
hnnMDalTMlonslcaeBDf  Jcsuv«|)pcai(  in  hii  vci(ion<i9'*'")orMk  to'*'"; 
Ihe  lM»cr.  logclbet  with  ■  characicrUtic  Iiculuian  lo  record  «  reproach 
■Jiiitd  10  JtMU.  in  8*  (cp.  Mk  4'). 

S  TMi  it  o*e  of  his  dcuesit  allcniplx  lo  improi'v  upon  Milk  (cp.  Bacon, 
Z/ttV.,  190$,  t5)f.)i  it  "u  10  be  viewed  in  llie  li^l  of  Ibc  known 
acctaatkai  <rf  callwion  with  Hcclwliuti  biouchl  )ii;ainiii  Jr«us  urn!  Iiit 
Ulowet*,  with  the  matked  lilenoe  of  ihe  FoutUi  stupcl  «n  this  type  of 
migbtjF  >mI».' 
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pSec«  or  early  Christian  midrathic  narrative,  drawn  up  in 
to  show  how  the  various  incidents  and  features  of  tlie  nativity 
were  a  fullilment  of  OT  prophecy  (virgin-birth  i**-,  in  Bethlehem  j 
a";  flight  to  Egypt  a",  weeping  in  Ramah  i"'^,  and  the  name  ' 
Nazarcnc  a").* 

Kcilher  the  Uy\e  nor  the  conlenti  of  i->  tf[ot4  nlld  (rridcnce  fiar  ra^J 
pectins  ihkt  thcyifc  a  Utti  ln*nii»n  in  <hr  KiKrpcl.t  ThehrpMhesiitbui 
MCtiondidnotorigiiiiillyfocnipimorihceatpelKuadmatiedinlhecigbteeMh  ' 
oenlury  by  Di.  John  Willimn*  li4  Frt4  Enquiry  iiM  tit  Autifwfinty  tf  tkt ' 
fini  and  Stfand  CAafttri  »f  Si.  .Vttikraii  CaftP,  London,  1789),  iben 
by  Ammoo  [DiistrUiie  dt  Lma  imimiatort  Matlkt^,  iSoj),  «nd  aflmraxdi 
t^  Notton  (1.  l6-t7) !  il  tt  will  orod  on  the  pl«  that  l**-!"  was  ui  aftn- 
(hought  Of  Uler  inutpoUtJon  (to,  t.g.,  Keim  and  Merx).  xtnoe  ihc  coruieedMi 
bttwdcn  1"  and  3'  it  quite  natural.  The  hypotheiit  thai  the  edilor  o«  final 
BUthoiofihepiiipelliM  incorporated  uieatlitmurMjin  i-a,  working  it  over 
for  hli  own  parpom,  becomei  cipecially  plaiuible  (i.)  wMh  icfeicnoc  V>  (be 
genealogy  ( l''*),  which  hiu  often  been  taken  \,i~g.  by  de  Welle.  Olihaiuen, 
Sahalicr:  £.S#.  v.  464,  IVlilxteh,  Meyer,  EUcon :  ^^.  ii.  ijrf,  and  Lnty} 
ai  ori^nally  a  Jewith  Christian  document,  or  cren  at  ■  later  tniertion  {t.  A.O. 
170:  Charic*  in  Aiadtmy,  1844,  447f.)>.  The  lailet  theory  ii  imprafaablei 
the  laterctl  in  the  Oividic  tomhip  w,  not  paraninunt  ai  that  peiinL  Aa  fat 
the  former  conjecture,  the  i^nealogy  it  probably  the  compoiition  of  ibe  aiMtMtr 
himirlf  a/ntnited  r,>r  mnemonic  puipoiet  In  three  Kt»  of  fmirlcen  i;;en«(atio(ia 
(the  doable  7  icficcting  the  auihor^t  pcnc>ianl  for  ihu  uoed  nuinbet).  In 
Hiuclure  and  eontcnii  il  ii  quite  artificial  J  inferior  to  Luke'i,  and  inteBded 

*  The  (unhet  pr^ihlem  (cpL  Fcicel.  Dtr  Eii/tuu  liei  IVfiiu^ui^gtinKUMi 
M.  aMJerer  .Vtlrtv  aitfd.  IMdeni  gtiiU<lm,  1910)  for  the  hEnorical  cfiltc  I*  U> 
dcicriDine  to  what  euent  the  prophetic  citatiom  ereated  oe  moulded  the 
nartaiiTet,  here  aa  rlteHticre  la  Ml.  "  Tlie  narniive*  hare  ■  baiit  in  fad, 
01  in  •hat  U  auumcd  to  be  or  refpudod  as  fact.  Bait  la  (brni  they  have  often 
been  uumikted  to  earlier  model*,  and  dliplay  uamittakable  eudcaihic 
featurea'tBox,  ^A'tr.,  1905.  8S). 

t  On  1-1  a*  an  integral  part  of  the  coipel.  ep.  Bai(ZiVIf.,  1905,83!!.).   ■ 
t  Ornurcea;  Meyer,  /./.,  6ndi  Ihrce  in  l''"  l"""  and  1.  ^ 

I  "  It  U  afllfidat  ftum  Ixxinn^nC  ">  ""'■  """^  nie^nl  to  be  lO,  *i  artificial 
B»  itw  liiu  of  tbc  twelve  thousind  tealed  out  of  e^ry  tribe  of  ttnel  except 
Dan  in  tlie  book  of  Kevclallon  "  [Burkitt,  £*•>««■  D^.VtfA.  ii.  atioK  Halevy 
{KS.,  1901,  aaif)  ingeniouily  n^f"'*  i*^'  i^^  foity'lwo  senerarioai  of 
Ml,  with  tbe  twenty  from  Adam  to  Abraham,  are  designed  lu  make  vp  the 
6a  'week*'  of  ytar*  in  Dn  ?■"",  which  were  10  UAiow  the  7  wceki  0* 
Terubtabcl,  and  to  be  followed  by  niMuah'i  inpK  dealh  (ep.  14")-  Bitl, 
■put  from  tbe  execelkal  obaiaclc>>  Iheie  It  no  aile>)<uta  proof  that  the  Daniel- 
IradltiiM  wai  s  norm  lu  which  any  monlanic  atpirafil  had  to  eonfotni,  or  thai 
Mt.  dated  Ihc  death  of  ]enu  TrMn  uich  ■  metsianic  prophecy.  If  any  toom 
□f  the  Khemalitm  hat  to  be  poatulatcd,  (he  cahhilitlic  in>eiprel^i<m  of  in, 
whoa*  three  letters  are  equivalent  by  jceniairia  to  the  number  14,  b  the  immi 
probable. 


lo  Aen*  tful  Jemt,  m  the  Oiiisl.  *>»  Icsally  d«ac«nd«>l  from  David— the 
priout]'  ntcnilal,  hom  ■  Jtwiiih  Uanilpoin*.  foe  kny  mcMlanSc  cUimknt.  A 
ftnthei  apoloitctk  motive  'n  evident  in  the  inlruduelion  of  the  wamcn'i  nunn, 
opedkOy  of  Rahkb,  Tanuu,  and  Bithiheba.  Tliry  reflcci  the  Jewish  tUndert 
>Ueh  ibt  author  d«*Iicd  lo  lelml,  nut  only  by  itaiine  what  he  liellcred  10  h« 
the  triMh  abonl  Maiy,  hut  by  arEuine  that,  even  on  (he  Jewish  l«tt\,  vonien 
rfimsalu  life  played  an  honoored  rOle  in  the  histony  of  the  Davidic  lineage. 
HNjr'a  ehanetcf.  h«  piocnd*  to  atEue.  waa  not  iitrpAti,  flow  much  leu 
thewfaw  (the  infcwMce  it)  aie  Jewiih  objections  to  hct  and  10  Jenujustilitd  I 
TluM  datk  of  the  genealogy  ^hIlw  thai  ihe  iloty  of  i"*-  wm  ill  luturftl  scijuel 
(Cp.  ADen,  £T.  xl.  I35f.),  and  oanicfjuenlly  ihnl  Ihe  one  for  ■  (ouKe  li 
nnxh  wea^n  here  than  in  Luke.  There  is  no  otrrioui  rtaion  why  a  Jewish 
Qitlakii  who,  like  the  anihor,  wa*  intemied  in  the  lore  of  Judaism,  should 
BM  b«*e  oompikd  the  genealogy  tot  hit  own  ipocial  parpcon. 

Tbebiith-nanatiiuin  Matthew  and  Luke  iland  ihiuonadiBerent  fooling 
Ib  Ihe  lalter.  the  omiuion  of  a  word  or  two  (in  i""")  leave*  Ihe  narratlra 
Uiiy  coosecuiiie  and  inte[1i|;ible.  In  the  forma,  no  hypoihsli  of  lileraty 
aitiduB  or  Inliul  tmendaiion  *  can  dittrntaniEle  ihe  ennceptiim  of  a  virgin- 
Unb  frtND  a  Iloty  which  ii  wrought  togeihn  and  woven  on  one  loom.t 

(ii.)  The  leitual  problem  of  1"  ii  not  yel  letiled.  bul  the  carlirit  varianu 

(of  whieti  that  la  ihe  I>iali^i;ue  of  Timciliy  and  Ai^uila — Conylmre,  ///.  i, 

ffr-toi— Is  not  one)  ihow  traces,  vBti<jui1j-  phmed,  of  belief  in  the  virfin- 

birth  (cp.  J.  K.  Wilkinton,  J//,  i.  354- J59)-    Such  modilications  ai  may  be 

dot  to  doclrinal   preposMiaioni  are  designed   10  re-Mt  or  to  sharpen  th* 

Rfacnoe  of  tbe  ori^nal  i«it  to  the  virgin-bitth,  not  to  iniett  Ihe  doEina  in 

a  ^Mtge  which  wm  originally  fret  fiom  ii.     The  Syrlae  varianu  (cp.  Buikiit, 

MMKgilitH  da-Mtfiatrt!^,  a.  16]  f.)  may  be  leeanled  u  derived  from  SS 

{Jaut  ttfal  Jsafk.  /otifi,  te  whtm  »«i  tttrttktd  Mary  tht  Virgin,  ttgal 

.  ^aut  wk»  it  t*llid itt  AttiiiiiA),t  which  U  connected  with  the  Greek  text  of 

the  Pemt  fimip^  otidcilring  the  old  Latin,  and  the  Armenian  veitiont  (1'./, 

'  1wd||)  H  iftrt^tr  tAv  'tiMit^.   w  iirf)aTri<0ru>a  mfiirat   Maptdji  i^rr^tr 

'  'IimO  tAt  Xi-yAjurov  Xftertt).     In  any  cax  t^irniet  refeiii  throu|;lioul  10 

k(al  hiathip,  not  to  physical  fiucniage  (cp.  A.  5.  Lcwit,  Oid  S/riat  C^ftli, 

1910k  pp.  xiv-xvii). 

(ill. )  The  tlory  |  of  3''"  in  whale  or  part  has  been  assigned  to  a  period 


*  Tit*  ddelion  of  '*  TttiiMrtn  iyttu  (1")  by  Venema,  Maikland, 
Bakhayien,  and  Voltgtaff  u  quite  arbitrary,  though  Burkitt  (A'■^  Da-A/tfA. 
a.  36t|  fishily  follori  SS  in  otnitiing  utt  iytrutur  Iwt  «B  (i**)  m  •  Ulcf 
Chriitlan  eomawni  Introduced  lo  lareKuaid  the  physical  miracte, 

t  This  tcIU  against  the  primitive  origin  of  the  nMngtlimm  in/amtiai,  and 
•piiiii  all  Ihcoric)  of  iu  place  In  Q  or  in  any  pre-canonical  luurte  which  can ' 
bf  detected  In  the  gospcli.     Reich'*  attempt  {Kind^iliaiangikMm,  34|-a7<i) 
10  ;>ove  that  Paul  was  acquunted  with  it  is  a  complete  failure. 

:Cp.  no  Mancii  (7X,  1S95,  pp.  35tt-i6}|,  who  defends  this  ai  the 
oripml  rtadinf  in  MatL  The  textual  phencuneaa  ast  displayed  In  liJii, 
aifSa,  m  unMded  ia  f.V.,  1901,  Si-^i- 

ICpL  Bcyschla)!,  tfTTk.  ii.  47S  :  "In  the  story  of  the  IrareUing  Mr 
which  polatcd  the  way  to  tbe  magi,  in  that  of  I'eier  walking  on  the  wavM, 
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Ultr  ihui  AtX  of  the  (o*pel  t  but  on  intuflideni  Eroondi.     In  b  SyriM  Inet,  ' 
■lltDiutei)  [0  CiimUui,  uid  aunt  io  m  liilh  ccnlury  MS  (cp.  tniul,  hf 
W(ighimy™rMd/a/AK™i/iV.,Apri1.0clobcf.  i866;  Satle.  ZtVT.,  tSgj, 
43S-4J&).  *»  >ccoiini  ol  ihe  magi  and  Ihe  au  U  sivtn,  >hotc  ditc  paipoiu  1 
lolie  A.D.  11S-119.     ir  it  could  bcetiablithcd  (w  ConxbcBic  in  GtiarMMM,] 
April  39,  1905.  cp.  D.  Vulicr.  TT..  1910,  iji^-iij},  ihM  the  aulhoc  "had  ik' 
hii hinds  ■  pic-cnnonica]  Citcfk  source  of  119  or  l>0,"  Ihii  might  (kiMteth« 
UriHinm  a  j»j  foi   the  incorponlion  «f  l''"  into  the  canonical   tMl  uf 
Ml  ;  but  the  inference  it  hiuidoui.      The  text  nini  Ihui :  "  Ttili  qtwMfaM 
[i.t.  alioul   the   IWMiD-pru|jhrcy  of  the  sUr  anJ   the  cmning  of  tbe  magi 
tu  BclhlehcRi  in  Uic  leign  of  Pit  Sh»t>oat)  ^rcrnt  in  (he  niiitda  nf  stm  who 
were  uquainied  with  the  holy  booki.  and  thioaeh  the  elTorts  of  ipeat  1 
in  vBiiout  piscrn  ihia  hi<itory  wni  Mughl  for,  and  fotini).  uid  wtilltft 
ton^Do  '•f  Ihue  who  Mtcnded  to  the  nisiter."    The  'holy  boclit'  ] 
include  the  NT,  the  'hittory'  U  not  ihc  woijof  Ml  i'"  but  the  : 
lrt;rnd.  and  ilie  cjumlcn  related  to  Ihe  verification  of  the  date  in  M(.  ot  I 
the   lui(nioniitnj[  of  the   Lucan  and   Matihinn  stories  of  the  Infancy  (cp>| 
Hilgenteld.  ZSfT..  1895.  447 '-.and  Zahn./AT.  il  51;).     Itbeurioiul 
acconllni;  to  afliononiical  ohtei*a[l<,int  an  impoitant  and  rare  conjuoclMM  ■ 
the  planeU  (Jupiter  and  Salum)  did   lake  place  between   April   IJth  aod^ 
December  a7th  of  6  B.C.,  which  may  haic  led  to  acute  ipcculation  amoagK 
Babylonian  a*tro]o|;c(t,  who  ttttt  Kciwiiimcd  to  fncteatl  the  effects  dmA 
phttMnUAa  upon  Syiin.  *    Thii  may  sa^[cil  a  hltlciical  naclta*  for  thtcailj^l 
Chriitiui  baoada  til  Mt  a'*".  V 

{b)  ifi'"-""  is  also  more  likely  to  be  orgtnic  to  a  goipcl 
which  rcUcctcd  Ihe  later  catholic  consciousness  of  Christianity 
(cpL  HI^T.  646  f.),  and  [larticulaily  Matthew's  high  estimate  of  the 
apostles,  than  a  later  interpolation  in  a  very  early  gospel,  much 
less  an  integral  part  of  «uch  a  gospel  (Keim,  iv.  z66f. ;  Stevens, 
NTTh.  i36f.).  The  original  saying  t  goes  hack  to  the  Jewish 
conception  cfipclra  (lOQD,  Cp.  the  Tabbtnic  quotation  in  Taylor's 
Saying!  of/avish  f'aiherf\  t6o)  as  ai>plied  by  God  to  Abtaham, 
'  when  He  saw  Abraham  who  was  going  to  arise,  He  said,  Lo,  I 
Itave  found  a  petm  to  build  and  to  found  the  world  upon.'  Even 
in  the  Greek  expansion  of  ^e  evangelist  the  saying  does  not  ^ 
pietuppoM  a  period  of  christological  development  later  thaofl 
that  assigned  to  the  gospel  as  a  whole,  and  the  similar  passage  in 
Jn  ao"-**  seems  a  correction  of  the  specifically  Pcirinc  jwivikgc 

or  of  the  OT  laini*  riilDi;  in  the  hour  «l  Jctus'  death.  Ml.  hai  maalftly 
iianalaled  (loelic  traditlona  iota  hliioiy.  Kven  Lk.  bu  taken  for  fenulne 
histoij  Ihe  legendaiy  tradilioni  of  bis  inltoluclory  chaptera." 

*  The  luotcttloni  of  Kcpl«  hav*  been  feotntly  claUiialcd.  en  tbe  bati* 
«f  a  Bibylouen  demotic  papyroa,  by  Oefele  in  hit  e«vy  \.Wttl>tUiimgm  4i' 
VgrJtranal.  Gtulltt»a/I,  190J)  on  'das  Hoioaliop  dei  EmpOnciilt  ChrisL' 

tCp.  Drattianln  KTQK.  (1901)  ]16-]41. 
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tf  ihe  M&it)uean  logkm.     For  thisv  as  veil  as  for  other  : 

{cp.  Zahn's  fiirSfMmngtm,  i.  1631.  190  f.),  il  i»  unlikely  ihat  id"-"* 
(cpL  Sduniedcl,  EBi.,  1876, 1S91,  ito4-3i«5)b  a»  interpoblton, 
or  thsl  16'*''*  represents  ko  insertton  made  bjr  the  church  of 
Rome  (Victoc),  e.  A.t>.  190^  in  the  interests  of  iu  catholic 
luthority  (m>  Grill,  Der  Primai  4ti  Pttnii,  1904,  pp.  61-79). 

(t)  While  the  epilogue  (iS'*''*)  naturally  docs  not  giT«  Ibe 
iftittima  uerta  <A  Christ  (cp.  //AX  647-649),  it  is  an  organic 
put  of  the  ifo^xl,  which  rounds  off  the  narrative;*  there  b 
floihiiig  in  iu  phr&wologr  which  is  incatuistcnl  with  the  catholic 
conscionsness  of  tlic  early  church  during  the  bst  quarts  of  the 
first  century.  The  only  point  of  dubiety  lies  in  aS'*.  The 
ibeoiy  that  the  lextus  mxptus  of  this  verse  arose  between  a.s. 
130  and  140  in  tlie  African  old  Laiin  texts,  owing  to  bapttsmal 
•nd  liturgical  ronsidcrations,  and  that  the  original  text  was  ihe 
shorter  Eutcbian  form  (woftn^irm  itaSipntratt  ratta  to  <9im}  Jt- 
T^  Miuari  funi),  was  proposed  by  F.  C.  Cony  bcare  (iTjV/f.,  1901, 
175-180;  J//,  i.  loi-toS)  and  has  been  ftcccp4rd  by  Utcner 
{XAan.  Mustum,  1901,  39  C).  Kirsopp  La):e:  Ittfiutna  0/  Text. 
CritieismfiM  JVT  Exegrrit  (1904),  pp.  7  f.,  Wdlhausen,  Allen,  and 
Mooleliore^  amongst  others.  The  opposite  side  is  represented 
by  RiggenbAdi  {SFT.,  1903,  vii.  1, '  Der  trinitarische  Taufbefehl 
Mt  aS'*  nach  seiner  urtpriingliche  Textgestalt  und  seiner 
Autbenite  uniersucht*)  and  CIujm:  l/TS.,  1905,  483  f.).  The 
phnK  it  rf  irinari  funi  may  be  a  Western  harmonising  interpo- 
Utton  (so  Riggcnbach,  from  Lk  14";  Chase,  from  Mk  16'*),  or 
ma  insettion  of  Eusebius  himself,  independent  of  any  codices  in 
the  Cicsarean  library.  Also,  the  fact  that  Eusebius  in  a  number 
of  his  works  refrains  from  quoting  the  verse  in  its  canonical 
form,  and  omits  all  reference  to  b.-iplistn,  does  not  necessarily 
involve  that  the  canonical  form  was  not  in  existence,  if  it  can  be 
proved  that  it  ¥ru  natural  for  him  to  omit  the  baptismal  ctau&e 
as  irrelevant  to  his  immediate  pttr|>ose,  quoting  only  the  words 
which  follow  and  precede  it  in  the  canonical  texL  The 
occurrence  of  Ihe  latter  in  the  Syriac  version  of  the  Thto^kania 

'  Cp.  Kordeo  \Ai^ii*  Ktmafma,  it.  4J6)  1  '  Tipii  roi'i  fitt  'B\Xf«*  At 
lUffv,  nil  M  pafpifo-t  &i  ^jSdjHii,  iit  die  WeUuog.  die  der  GrltchlKhc 
Phibaopb  daci  Tradiiioo  iufol|[e  Mincin  dia  Welt  rrobetnden  Schaler 
AlcnDder  ■«(  den  Wrg  in>l|fibi  ttptuHrrti  etr  iLatrirti'fttt  wirraTilStTf 
M|pe  dv  Stiftei  d«i  chiuilicliea  Kclipoo  tu  Miner  SchUler  gJi  ei  tie  in  die 
W<ll  iMwrultf ' 
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(iv.  8)  shows  that  iom«  oltl  SyrUc  MSS  mutl  have  had 
baplism  in  the  name  of  the  Trinity,  and  Ephraim's  comment 
on  the  DUtc»aron  indicates  that  the  latter  represented  Uw 
ordinary  text  oif  Mt.  at  this  point  (cp^  Burkitt's  Evang.  Da- 
Mi/i.  L  I7af.,  ii.  171,  979).  Didacbi  7,  again,  shows  llM  the 
trinilarisLn  forniub  was  possible  by  the  first  quarter  of  the 
second  century,  but  this  does  not  prove  that  it  was  derived 
from  Mt  38".  The  question  has  an  obvious  bearing  not  only 
on  the  date,  but  on  the  etiios  of  Matthew's  gottpel.  On  the 
whole,  the  probabilities  seem  to  converge  on  the  liltelihood  that 
the  irinitarian  form  was  introduced  by  the  author  of  the  gospel 
himstlf,  as  a  liturgical  expansion  of  tlie  primitive  formula  of 
bapttsoi  into  the  name  of  Jesus  (cp.  J,  R.  \Vilkinson,  ff/i  i, 
57 '-575:  Stanton,  G//D.  \.  355  f.). 

Most  of  the  other  structural  difSculties  can  be  explained  as 
the  result  eitht-r  of  the  author's  work  as  a  compiler  and  editor, 
or  of  later  harnioni.ting.  The  main  exception  b  5^'''*i  but  even 
this  docs  not  justify  the  hypothesis  of  a  later  reviuon. 

The  diimption  of  Ui«  oonieit  hj  Mt  iS**'*,  whoM  oonltott  do  bo  taort 
thiD  irpnl  IhiiM  of  vv.'"',  tugK^iti  ihuc  it  it  «n  editorial  interpolkiiaa  or 
Iwcr  Eldu  \%o,  t^.,  KeitD,  vL  joSf.  ;  SqIuu,  SchmieiJe]).  Notliini;  (Mir  ti 
communicated  by  Jeatu  i  be  limply  repeats  wlut  the  uigcl  hu  ■Imulr  wid. 
Wheihei  it  U  &  remininccnce  uf  the  (r»dliion  und<it>-m|{  Ja  Jo"-"  (cp,  ihe 
common  u*e  ol  trtlkrin],  oi  borrowed  from  the  toil  Mucin  cndiaK  (im 
■tiove,  pp.  aj8(.|,  it  is  a  iiUuiible  oonjectuie  (Rohttnch,  Kamack)  that  tu 
iuKilion  may  have  laken  place  eaily  In  the  teeond  ccnitiry,  irticn  (he 
fiitmalion  o(  tlic  goapc1-<Bnan  led  to  *  certain  unounl  of  alieralicpn  apccially 
in  the  leiutfection-natnlive,  in  Older  to  level  up  the  sj-nuplic  tndilioos  (iridt 
Ihcit  Calllon  appeanncct)  to  the  Jolianninc  (Jcruialeio). 

This  dual  chuKlcr  of  ihc  rcturrectiou-itoiies  (Galilee,  Jtnualcni),  which 
b«come«aipecialprobUit)inthchiituricalG(iticiMnof  Ml  and  Lk.,  hu  Muted 
art  ln|[enIoiu  ailempl  to  locale  the  Calilcc-appearancci  ai  Jerutalesi  by  mw 
of  a  humoaiiing  hypotheiu  which  usiimei  that  Galilee  here  U  no«  the 
province  but  ■  place  in  the  vlciniiy  of  Jciutatcm  ((o  rdprcialljr  R.  Ilofmana. 
"GalllSa  auf  dcm  OelberK."  1S961  Zitnmamann  in  .^A'.,  1901,  446[.,  aiid 
LepHui,  "Die  Aafentehun{[sb«iichte."  in  tttdm.  h.  AMattJIuiifem,  it., 
\gm).  and  which  aummon*  10  Ua  aid  (he  coDJoctun  (Kc*ch,  TV.  %.  3.  3S1  (., 
X.  J.  7651:.  di.  jjaf.,  j6lf.,  586}  thai  Tftxvpn  (Jn  Mk  i"  etc  ;  cp. 
Abbott'i  Diat.  4jH  f,,  laji)  *  is  ihe  Gk.  equvaleni  of  n^'V)  (cp.  Em)(  47*1, 
■  diilrict  cMI  of  the  (cmple,  tunounding  (he  mount  of  OHtm  aitd  indiidiac 
Bethany.  There  would  thui  be  two  Gallteet  in  the  NT;  one  ibkt  d 
DonheiD  Palctline,  the  ipherc  at  the  early  miaitlry  of  J«ui,  the  other  that 

*  The  double  seiue  of  H]  i*  lued  both  by  Chajet  {Afarihu-S/iditm,  I3)| 
•ad  Abbott  to  ciplak  l.k4*'sMk  1". 
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Jcnualcm,  lh«  location  of  GirUt'i  appeuMiots  after  iletth.  But  the 
vndence  fat  Ihii  theory  bieaki  down  upon  ciamination.  The  mcdiioaJ 
pflptmi  round  a  »ic  hcis  and  their  ht  (^Kililrr  on  Olivet  or  Mount  Sion. 
tjmpt)'  becaiue  Ihcy  alrmdy  (cp.  Zatin,  fJA'.  ti.  gyj]  fell  the  dlHieutiy  nf 
harmoniiing  llie  rtuirreclion-nanalivei^  Terlullian'i  Innguoge  in  j4f»l.  at 
doa  Ml  bear  out  Keach't  cnntemion  |c|>.  Srhllier,  7/.X.,  1897.  iS?'.)- 
while  Ak  theory  ii  futihci  hindirappcd  by  the  need  or  luuming  mH  only 
thai  Lske  al  <itie  pt*cc  (>4*)  tnisrewl  Mk  i(/,  iIiUiiukIi  clwwhere  he  U4*°. 
Ac  t")  pre*ervcd  the  real  meaning;  of  GiUlee.  but  Ihal.  wiihom  any  wariilnn, 
the  term  chuiEci  its  geognphicnl  nie«niiig  in  the  tj-noptic  tradition,  The 
iTpodMab  therefore  Inllt  to  Ihc  i;[uund  (to,  t.j-. .  Keini,  <r\.  380  ;  W.  C.  Allen, 
£Bi.  19S7 ',  Gauiici.  EBi.  j4i)K :  Schmicdel,  SBi.  4044  :  Luke,  HuHrrtm^H 
Narratitti,  ao$-3Q9;  Matleiman,  DCG.  ii.  307  ;  A.  Meyer,  Au/tnltiuHgi' 
ttriilUt,  95 1|. 

]  4-  CharatUriitia.  — The  main  problem  of  the  gotpel  rcraains, 
bowever,  vix.  ibe  Juxtaposition  of  Jewish  or  particularistic  {t.g. 
lo"-"  I5*>  19*  a^')  and  catholic  {t.g.  la"-  aV*  »nd  aS'"-) 
sayings  (cp.  16''  and  1  j').  Arc  the  former  due  to  a  Judaisiic 
recension  of  the  Logia  (Schmicdel,  EBi.  1843-3,  1&70),  xnd 
wen  the  latter,  together  with  some  of  the  less  historical  trails,  the 
work  of  a  later  editor  or  editors  more  friendljr  to  the  Gentiles 
<Hilgcnfcld,  Ewald,  Schwcglcr:  NZ.  i.  ifljf.,  141  f.)?  The 
answer  to  these  ijuciiionii  depends  upon  the  aiiical  analysis  of 
the  gospel  Keim  (i.  86  f.)  ascribes,  t-g.,  i"-aW  3"*"  gnu  j,i.i« 
jji-u  2ji«.«a4a  38"'-  to  a  icabus  Jewish-Christian,  of  liberal 
sytDpathies,  who  wrote  after  the  fall  of  JerusaJem.  Soltau  s  belter 
theory  (ZNW.,    1900,   319-248)  is  that  a  scries  of  editorial 

additions  to  the  original  Matthew  tnay  be  found,  «^..  in  i-i,  31*^'^ 
^i»-u  ci»-i*  %\i  ijir-a  ,y4-itLM  3,M  j5»,u(u}  jy(9»ia. m. «).«t 

]jat_}giB  J  the  original  Matthew  was  compiled  from  Mk.  and  the 
Logia  by  an  opponent  of  Jtjdaism,  but  the  editor  was  a  strict 
Jev,iih  Christian  of  catholic  sympathies  and  dogmatic  prepostci- 
stons.  This  is  decidedly  simpler  than  the  older  theory  of  Schotten 
\,H€t  Oudilt  Evangtlit,  93  f.),  which  postulated  three  dilTerent 
editions  of  Mattbcw.  But  the  solution  lies  in  the  idiosyncrasies 
of  the  author  rather  than  in  the  strata  of  the  gospel.  The  author 
of  >ljtlhew  is  unconsciously  self  portrayed  in  13** ;  he  is  ypo/i/ia- 
rtvt  lAo^ifrti^M  rg  fiaviKti^  twv  avpariir  Sfioiof  Jvtfpwiry  oUoJitf- 
virjf  ocmt  infiiiXXti  ix  rov  Sijiravfiov  umtdv  Kaivk  nutt  iroAaui.  He 
is  a  Jewish  Christian,  acquninicd  with  rabbinic  learning;*  the 
midroshic  element  is  more  pronounced  in  hi*  work  than  in  cither 

*  "  Le*  fctanilcs  tnen  fiapp^,  bi^et,  teniencreiuc*  y  abondeni ;  on  j 
ttnt  vraiowM  k  docieut  qui  pailc  avcc  uulorli  j  "  IJac^uier,  /Afr.  ii.  3S3). 
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Marie  or  Luke,  and  it  is  most  connpicuoiis  in  Ihv  passages  irtudi 
come  directly  from  his  own  pen.  The  Jewish  Christian  traiu  of 
his  gospel  ate,  however,  largely  due  to  the  Palestinian  traditions 
whidi  he  employed,  as  well  as  to  the  thesn  o(  his  own  work, 
viz.  that  Christianity  as  the  new  lav  and  righteousness  of  God 
had  superseded  the  old  as  a  revelation  of  God  to  men.*  He 
voices  the  catholic  and  apostolic  consciousness  of  the  early 
church,  which  saw  in  its  universal  mission  to  the  world  a  com- 
mission of  Jesus  to  his  disciples,  and  in  its  faith  a  new  and  Itnai 
law  of  God's  messiah.  Mt.  thus  approxinnales  to  the  standpoint 
of  Liikc  and  of  James.  He  does  not  show  any  anti-Pauline 
tendency  ;  it  is  forced  exegesis  to  detect  a  polemic  against  Paul,t 
e^.  in  the  description  of  tAf  e/ti^mj/'m  13**  or  m  5"(cp.  t  Co  15'). 
If  Mt.  has  any  aDiniiics  with  the  grcAl  apostle,  it  is  with  the 
Paul  of  Ro  9"-,  not  of  Ro  ii'S  much  less  of  Gal  a"-.  Hh 
Jewish  Christian  proclivities  arc  strongly  marked  even  in  details 
{e.g.  34*',  his  fondness  for  ^  /{acriAo'a  ric  oipatwr,  the  addition 
of  wai  ri/r  Suatiotrvrtp'  in  6**  fcp.  3"  -  5*^  Gal  4*],  etc),  but  he 
sees  the  real  Judaism  not  in  the  Israeli  which  had  deliberately 
(cp.  a;*,  note  the  emphatic  ira^  i  Aoos)  rejeaed  Jesus,  but  in 
the  church.  It  is  not  accidental  that  ImiXypTia  only  occurs  in 
Mt.,  among  the  evangelists.     He  reilecis  an  agr  when  the  church 

*  Wcllhiuten  {Eiitt.  Tof.)  minimiMa  iindul]'  the  catholic  siid  iiiiimial 
irulsof  the  Tiiuil  cdiioi.  "  Ml.  hits  In  view  ih?  pti  mi  I  lie  church  nl  Jcfsnlcin. 
which  unaghi  10  hold  (ut  by  Judaism  in  ipitc  of  evcrylhing.  ilMiilliy  la  th> 
official  leprctcntdivct  of  Iho  luiw  U  tiFrn  nprntcd  more  bitteiljr  than  by 
him.  .  .  .  Bui  Ihii  enniiiy  U  ■  rivi]  race  for  ilie  umv  cual,  vis.  foe  ih« 
rulfilnwnt  of  ihe  Law  nnd  for  rightcouinui.  This  goal  i*  nuuialljr  l>^h«( 
for  CliiUiUnii  ihan  foi  Jcwt;  ncv<rthclcM,  nn  llul  rrty  aocouoi  (be  former 
cluni  to  be  Ihe  liuc  icprocnUIivei  of  Judaiun  and  rcfuie  (o  ylcU  pbiM  to 
(he  false.  They  itill  lake  pan  in  the  cullui  at  jm^ulein  (5''**^  pay  ibi 
icmple.lax,  .  .  .  confine  thcti  piopiii:*iida  ciiliiidc  Jeiiiuilcm  to  jews, 
exclude  pa^nt  and  Samaiilana,  and  oill  not  cul  Ihclr  holy  polils  bvlbir 
awine  (ic'  7*)."  But  ihit  ii  trlained.  partly  for  archaic  maona,  fram  ihe 
(ourcea  ;  il  ii  not  *o  fuiulamecilal  for  ML  u  Ihe  la/fcr  alnit»{ihar*  of  calhiilic 
fceline.  WellhauKD  hunielf  {Etnl.  89  f.)  admit)  the  probability  U  tkb 
Utef  on. 

t  He  alone  of  Ihe  evsiijjetiiu  luct  drafilo,  and  lie  U  t[in;ially  ojipOMiJ  to 
hypociiiy :  bm  the  foimtc  need  ool,  aay  man  than  the  latter,  be  aa  aall- 
l^uline  touch. 

:  Cp.  WcUhaiuea'*  icmarV  <n  is"**  "  Er  {i.«.  Jon]  hat  dsrch  ttim 
Apoiiel  immet  winler  Vettuche  ^cmseht,  die  /iiden  in  leiner  Gemcinde 
{^niicMta)  ta  Mtnmeln  (>'i>iu<i)  imd  voi  dem  diulMndrn  Zoro  laflucht  tn 
gewahitQ.  tber  tctcebeoa." 
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and  the  Icingdom  were  becoming  more  closely  idenlified,  when 
(he  Gentile  mission  was  in  full  6wing,  when  the-  initial  flush  and 
ntth  of  ibe  fiiith  in  Piile&line  hud  been  succeeded  by  cxjicncnccs 
of  false  piophets,  unworthy  members,*  and  the  obstacles  which 
a  new  organisalion  creates  as  well  as  removes 

Writing  for  the  practical  needs  of  the  church,  be  betrays  the 
vocation  of  a  teacher  incidentally  in  the  mnemonic  and  maihc- 
tw'lful  arrange  men  tH  of  bix  material,  among  other  things.  Thus 
there  ue  three  divisions  in  the  genealogy  (i'''0>  'hree  sut^eV 
messages  to  Joseph  in  dreams  (i*  3"-  "X  three  temptations 
(4''"),  a  triple  description  of  the  miitsion  (4*^  see  above),  a  triple 


illostntion  in   s''  (cp.   5 


M«.  »-ti 


),  the  threefold  defintiion  of 


6"* *■»*-  »►»  (cp.  also  e*"'"  7^* "■  «■  »T),  three  miracles  of  healing 
(8>->*),  tlirec  further  miracles  {8"-9*),  three  other  miracles  of 
healing  (9"*),  the  triple  rhythm  of  1 1'*  (cp.  u"),  the  threefold 
attack  of  the  Pharisees  (tx^- ""■'*'■),  three  parables  of  towing 
(ij'-**),  three  instanoee  of  Vtrily  I iay  lo  you  (i8''  '»•  '*),t  three 
daases  of  eunuchs  (19"),  the  threefold  rhythm  of  10'"  (<>t  rd 
in'JL)and  ai*,  three  parables  (ii''-32'*),  three  questions  put  to 
Jesus  (aa**^),  three  warnings  (ai*-",  cp.  aj*''*  aj"  mini  and 
aU  and  eummin.  Justice  and  mercy  attd  failhfttlntis,  33**  profhttt 
and  wise  men  and  scridrs),  the  three  men  of  the  parable  (as'"-), 
three  prayers  in  Gethwmane  (i6**-**),  three  denials  of  Peter 
(a6**^  three  questions  of  Pilate  (a?"-*"),  three  mockeries  of  the 
audficd  (ay**^),  three  women  specially  mentioned  at  the  cross 
{fj**),  and  the  threclold  rhythm  of  38'***.  With  this  numerical 
trait  we  may  rank  the  fivefold  occurrence  of  the  formula  koI 
iyi¥tro  in  iTtXmtf  ktA.  (7**  ii*  13"  19'  s6'),  the  fivefold 
antithesis  of  s"-«,  and  the  fivefold  rhythm  of  to'-<(cpi  to*-"); 
the  seven  evil  spirits  of  la",  the  sevenfold  forgiveness  of  18"** 
(cp.  aa»*),  the  seven  loaves  and  baskets  (15**"),  and  the 
sevenfold  woe  of  33.  It  may  be  only  aocidencal  that  there  are 
ten  or  citations  (1-4")  previous  to  the  beginning  of  the 
Galilean  mission,  and  there  happen  to  be  ten  miracles  in  SI-q**, 
The  irregular  number  of  the  beatitudes  {s"')>  where  scbemaiism 
would  have  been  easy,  shows  that  the  writer  did  not  work  out 

*  **Hc  teenu  to  morn  >inl4  aiacnof  boclnliden"  (Abbott,  SBi.  itSS); 
bat  the  teferenocs  see  too  general  lo  be  cannectcil  widi  ihv  rsirogmsion  ot 
Jensb  convans  when  llio  biracli  tiHvrceo  Gentile  uid  Jcwiili  CtihilHut 
widened  <■  A.I>,  70. 

t  TIm  4/14*  IB  tt"  ■  (0  be  omitted. 
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numerical  schemes*  quite  regardless  or  the  mateiials  at  hit 
disposal,  though  homileiic  influences  undoubtedtjr  were  respons- 
ible for  the  form  as  occasionally  for  the  content  of  the  btlei. 

Ths  (.'hanclor  of  ihc  OT  cllitiun*  ihrowi  ■  puticutw  t*y  of  U^hl  on  iht 
hetetoi[cnmiu  itiala  nf  ihe  gotpcl  u  well  u  on  the  ipecilic  Inleretit  i>(  itie 
compitct  Of  edilor.  In  a*  4'"'  8"  13"  and  *}"■  »<  have  parkphmtic 
rendcring'i  of  (tic  Hcbrew.f  Hctt,  u  clMwherc,  titationi  ahkh  diSn  alike 
from  Ihc  llcbiew  and  ihc  LXX  maj  occaiianally  be  the  leuilt  of  the  nalurat 
looienen  with  which  mily  ChtiMiati  wrilcis  occaiionall]r  died  Ihc  OT  fran 
memory,  or  freely  adEipled  (eiu  fat  purpo>e»  ci  rdincalioit.     In  vtdi 


the  dillercnces  ue  immaierial.  la  other*,  i.g.  in  17'*'  (cpi  If.  R.  Haldt. 
ea/itaJ  WgHd,  189],  34S-354>  *nd  J.  R.  Hairis,  £i/.%  1905,  ■6t-i;ih 
the  uw  of  a  ftrilifiam  b  (he  due  to  the  textual  phemimetia.  Tbc  d«*I 
nalure  of  the  citation*  reinuiu.  however,  upon  any  hjrpotheut.  and  it  b  ■ 
walcrmuk  of  conipilaiion,  A*  a  rule  Malthcw  aisimilatct  <|uotBliona  thtaA] 
foand  In  Mk.  more  doicly  (o  the  LXX,  or  cite  leuvet  them  a*  he  End*  (hen 
in  that  slate.  The  main  eicepiioni  10  Ihii— in  Ji",  where,  like  Lk.  {.Xtf),  h« 
omiu  the  xmit  tki  Hmw>.<i  of  the  I.XX  (Mk  %%'"),  and  in  aj*,  where  the 
clotei  appioiimation  of  Irarl  to  the  LXX  i>  balanced  by  Ihe  lubMllulioct  of 
Ihe  vocative  M  )iai>  for  i  itit  fuiv  (Mk  (5"  LXX) — are  not  of  vtf  special 
inooieni.  Thewme  holdi  true  of  the  non- Marfan  allualont  lo^  ot  citukms  of, 
ihe  OT,  wilh  the  striking  exception  of  twelve  pDHia4e«(i"  a^s"  a''4*  ta" 
>l*  be*ide>  ihe  five  noicd  above).!  which  indicate  a  recoarae  to  the  ori([inal 
with  a  mote  ot  leu  iiulnitdinaie  uw  of  Ihe  LXX.  Tliew  paawc**  *"  '" 
connected  with  the  fulfilmcni  of  prophecj',  Two  of  them  (a"  and  a?*"*}  may 
have  been  laken  oriclnall}  ftum  tlic  apudyphal  Ixiok  of  Jeremiah  (Jerame. 
q>,  RMch's  Paraltii.TtiU,  ii.  334!.,  369'-),  thtcc  come  from  Uicah  (l'|, 
HMca  (j"|.(  and  Jeremiah  (a")  reipeciivcty,  wliile  a  eouple  (4'  ij")  are 
from  the  I'sallcr.  The  leti  ate  drawn  from  iKtIah  (tl*  being  a  oompo^ie 
dtalion  of  liaiah  and  Zeduuiah).  M 

With  regard  to  the  motives  underlying  Ml's  Kcount,  an 
apologetic  element  emcigcs  at  Ihe  outset  in  the  a.Hcripiion  of  the 
binfa  to  prophecy,  aa  well  as  in  the  inclusion  of  the  women  in  the  I 

*  On  ihlb  cp.  Litilianli't  {lanKraphi  In  hit  enay,  D*  C^mftiiliftn 
KvangtUt  MallKti  (LeipiiE.  1861I.  Plummet  (pp.  xlz  (.},  and  Abbott  {Oua- 

US> ')-  A 

t  Cp.   E.   Haupi'i  2iir   Wardigting  Jtr  «».   Citaffnttm  im  Sp.   Ml.  V 
(Treptow,  1870)  on  8"  (pp.  1-7)  I J^  (pp.  7-10)  and  *;•  (pp.  10-16)  j  Alien 
infT*.  lii.  181 /..and  Nnlle  In  BT.  ilx,  on  a"  (pp.  517  f-).  KaA(BT.  *%. 
9a-93)un  Ii*. 

I  The  midiaihic  development  in  11*  U  carried  •  ticp  fnrlhct  \g  Juatia  _ 
{,At»l.  i.  ja).  who  InniU  i!t«  foal  to  a  vine.  ^k 

I  The  dUfetence  bclaeca  this  foiccd  applicaii'jn  (due  i^^  Ihe  identifiratkiii^ 
of  Jecnt  here,  ai  in  the  lemfilaliun  MOry,  oilh  Iiracl)  and  the  apt  citation  in 
9'*(ia"),  itluUfatesthecomiKiiiieclunctftu^  Maiihcw'«(otprl(cp.  Hurkkl'i, 
T>tHiMiui*m,  aoa-asj) 
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gennUogf.  The  author  aimed  U  conlcmporaty  Jewish  insinua- 
tions again»t  (he  honour  of  Mary.  The  birth  of  Jtstis  was  thi; 
fal61cDent  of  prophecy ;  Joseph  openly  recognised  Maty  as  hi- 
wife  before  the  birth ;  and  even  in  the  Davidic  genealogy  women 
like  Tamar  and  Rahab,  besides  Ruth  the  foreigner,  had  played  a 
pan  by  Divine  commission.  It  is  true  that  the  earliest  possible 
record  of  the  well-known  Jewish  blander  dates  from  about 
A.D.  130,  while  it  does  not  become  prominent  till  the  age  of 
Cebus,  half  a  century  later  (Hilgcnfcld  in  ZUT.,  tgoo,  pp 
ajit);  bat  it  must  be  earlier  than  its  literary  recoitls.  and  some 
sudi  slander  wis  inevitable  in  Jewish  circles  as  soon  as  the 
dograa  of  the  virgln-bmh  was  marked,  particularly  when 
argument  was  rife  over  the  messianic  claims  of  Jesus.  Elsc- 
wbere  in  Mt.  a  sensiliveneM  to  contemporary  Jewish  slander  is 
vinblCi  as  in  the  story  of  aS"'*,  and  the  humble,  graleCul  recogni- 
tion of  Jesus  the  meisiah  *  at  bb  birth  by  the  foreign  magi  is 
thrown  into  rdief  against  his  subsequent  reoeptioa  by  the 
Jews. 

Ml  has  also  his  eye  upon  difficulties  felt  inside  the  church, 
e^.  about  the  relation  of  Jesus  to  th«  Law  and  the  Gentile 
mission.  A  certain  perplexity  had  further  been  felt,  by  the  time 
be  wrote,  about  the  baptism  of  Jesus,  and  his  account  in  2^"- 
sitcmpa  to  explain  how  the  holy  messiah  submitted  to  baptism 
ai  the  bands  of  John.t  The  purpose  of  John's  baptism,  dt 
i^mr  ifMfiTWf  (Mk  I*),  is  omitted,  and  there  is  a  tacit  contrast 
between  the  people  (Mt  $*)  and  the  religious  authorities  (5» 
V>c  .  .  •  eft  /MTiuviaf)  on  the  one  hand,  and  Jesus  (3'*'-)  on  the 
other.  The  curious  story  of  the  Gospel  according  to  the 
Hebrews  (cp.  Jerome,  (onlra  Pehg.  iii.  a,  and  Cyprian,  Jt  rtbaJH. 
vm.),  that  Jesus  only  went ;  after  refusing  at  first  to  accompany 
his  father  and  mother  (cp.  the  motive  of  John  7''-)>  >*  accepted 
by  some  sdiolars,  t^.  by  O.  Holtimann  (Ltien  Jttu,  F.ng.  tr. 
lajf.),  as  authentic.  Both  (his  and  the  account  in  Mt.  are 
probably  more  or  less  independent  attempts  to  ex{>lain  the  same 

*llK*igiiMcaa[chui^in3"(cp.  Jubaa*^**t  Wtlih-y,  RS,,  1903,  jif.. 
II3C,  lior.)tutNllI«l«*>  putilic  procluiiMiion  fot  ui  inwunl  uiutuuc. 

t  Tbc  paMBCe  Ihui  Ullici  with  ihe  ntiliciiiian  of  ChrUiian  baptUm  in 
aS*  i  ihe  validity  of  itw  iiiuilulimi  it  proved  apoloeKieaUy  by  Ihe  foci  thai 
J«H  Uouelf  noi  only  enjoined  li  Liut  nibmitlcd  to  it. 

;"Diut  •utcm  CIS,  quid  pMcani,  ut  umUri  et  taplucr  abco?  oitl  fone 
Iwc  ipsam,  qiwd  diti,  i|;noniiiia  nl~"  I'hc  fn|;nicn(  limiks  off  hetc ;  but, 
ai  ibe  BcM  dogDcni  prove*.  Jeuu  did  go  evcnloatly. 
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incident     But  (his  opens  up  the  larger  question  of  the  relilion 
between  the  two  works. 

g  5.  Afl.  and  tht  Kuangtlium  titxla  Hetrmit. — When  the 
Mailtixan  docuiucni  is  identified  with  Q(&ee  above,  pp.  r94f.), 
the  speculalions  of  urly  tradition  and  recent  investigation 
upon  the  rtUtion  of  tbe  canonical  Ml.  to  the  r&  Im&uim- 
lose  tbcir  basis  and  interest,  although  I  be  latter  document 
remains  one  of  the  prohlctnj  and  enigmas  of  early  OiriilUn 
Utcraiure.  Even  yzi  there  is  no  sort  of  agreement  upon  the 
relation  of  the  canonical  Matthew,  or  of  Q  { »  the  Mntthnon 
Logia),  to  what  came  to  be  called  '  the  Gospel  according  to  tbe 
Hebrews '  {tvayyihav  Kaff  T.fipalovi).  The  latter,  to  judge  from 
the  Stichoinctry  of  Nikephoru.i,  was  larger  than  Mk.  and  smaller 
than  Ml  ;  it  was  the  Greek  translation  of  an  Aramaic  original, 
used  by  the  Naiarenes  and  the  Ebionites  especially,  and 
eventually  circulated  among  the  Jewish  Christians  of  Egypt. 
So  much  is  clear.  But  its  origin  is  a  mystery.  Was  it  (so  from 
Bleek  and  Frank:  SA'.,  1846,  369 f.,  to  Wernle,  Syn.  Fragt, 
148  f.;  Julicber,  EM.  161 ;  A.  F.  Findlay,  etc)  a  second-band 
and  second -century  compilation  mainly  based  on  the  canonical 
gospcl.s  (es|iedally  Ml  and  Lk.),*  or  a  source  co-ordinate  with 
the  canonical  Gospels  (O.  HoUztuann's  L*irn  Jtsu,  Eng.  tr.  46- 
5a)  and  even  used  by  Ml.  and  l.k.  (Handmann,  Tf/,  v.  3.  117  f.)p 
These  are  the  two  extremes  of  critical  opinion.  The  bller  ts 
modified  by  those  who  hold  that  both  Ml.  and  Hcb.  gospel  were 
written  by  the  same  hand  (Nicholson,  T>ie  Gotptl  atfording  /« 
tlu  Hihrtwi,  1879),  or  that  both  were  vctsioos  of  the  Ur- 
Mattbius  (sov  e^.,  Schneckenbu^cr,  Zahn},  while  there  is  still 
support  for  ibc  iradjiiona)  view  that  the  Heb.  gospd  were 
really  tlie  work  of  Aialthcw  to  which  the  inditioo  of  Papiaa 
refers  (to,  r^.,  Hilgenfcld,  Dk  Evglitn,  43  f.;  ZWT.,  1863, 345  f., 
1S89,  aSof.,  and  Bams,  cp.  A.  Meyer,  HNA.  L  i8-i9).t 
Setting  aside  the  latter  theory,  we  may  upon  the  whole  feel 

*  SpcdlicsJlr  a  Mcond-c«nlufy  Jnbh  •  ChiUliui  adapuijaii  cA  Ml. 
(Wdzdckct,  t/it/fntKinageK.  » j  I.  ;  Reich ,  rU  v,  4.  3a)  t ;  Hoeunick*. 
/C.  98,  «i«.)oiofLk.  <».  WfiM.  Sin/.  494i). 

t  To  the  liunlure  ciicd  by  Ehthtrd  (ACL.  I39f.)uul  A.  Mexn(A'AM, 
&  It  r.),  add  MeiuSe*  (OS.  *.  3JS-341).  A.  F.  l^ndby  (DCG.  i.  6jsl.), 
Sunton  IG//D.  i.  tsof.).  Adcncy  (///.  liL  i39-ii9)>  uul  Stmt*  (JTS., 
April  190J,  3s6f.).  Tbe  eiiani  fniinncnt*  ue  cull««ted  ia  I^iuchea^ 
AntHtgtwinia  (j-S)  ■lul  HunKk  {ACL.  i.  I.  dl-i,  and  ifutlaled  by 
Nicholwu  (*f.  ill.  [ip.  aS  I.)  and  B.  Pick  {FUralitomtHa,  Cbio^o,  1908). 
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tificd  in  refusing  also  to  regard  the  gospd  m^  f^pulovt  as  a 
derivative  compilation.  Its  use  by  Hegetippus  (qx  ^'A*.  ajot.), 
possibly  aUo  by  Ignatius  and  Papias,*  throws  the  date  of  its 
composilton  into  the  early  part  of  the  second  century,  and  the 
internal  evidence  suggests  an  even  earlier  i)eriod  (a.o.  70-100, 
Hamack,  ACl^  ii.  t.  615  T.).  The  gospel,  in  its  original  form.t 
was  probably  one  of  the  narratives  which  preceded  Luke  {■'); 
It  was  a  Jewish- Christian  St^fV"^  which  -assigned  special  promi- 
nence to  James  as  Mt  did  to  feter,  and  which  derived  part  of 
its  material  from  primitive  and  Taiily  auihentic  sources.  The 
tradition  which  connected  it  with  Matthew  is  pure  guesswork, 
started  by  misinterpretations  or  the  earlier  Iradilton  about 
Matthew's  Logia.  The  gospel  Koff  'Effpatovt  was  originally 
anonymous  (llandmann,  pp.  ii4r.};  it  was  a  gospel  of  the 
twelve,  not  a  gospel  of  Matthew.  Unlike  the  canonical  Mt. 
it  hod  no  Euangeiium  in/antia,  though  it  may  have  had  a 
gencatogy,  since  its  purpose  was  to  prove  the  messianic 
legitimacy  of  Jesus.  It  is  related,  in  point  of  religious  aim  and 
Uteniy  quality,  to  the  canonical  Mt.  pretty  much  as  the  epistle 
of  Barnabas  is  to  Hebrews. 


LrrasutTtlRK.— <d)  Ediiiom: — OriBcn'i  HcmHi*  Im  Imtam  {mtXaXy  on 
dli.  1-4);  AmbcOM,  Elfitiitio  EvaHgiliia  (fourlli  Dtnluiy))  Btda  (eighth 
«eiitiu]i);  Theophylact  (elevenili  ccniury);  Cajci4Q  (15431 ;  Comoliut  k 
Lqade(l6}t,  Eag.  ir.  of  Luk«,  Londcm,  1KS7);  H.  Pape  (Lcipdg,  1778); 
S  F.  K.  Hotai  (LciptEig,  1795);  Sicb  (H>ll«,  (830);  V.  A.  Bonieniann'i 
SiMi»  (1830) ;  Gliickler  (Fntnkfon,  i8j5) ;  OUhtuien  (1S37,  F.n|;.  it, 
l86j)i  BaDinganen-Cruuui  (Jena,  184})  ;  Meyn  (1S46,  Eng.  Ir.  of  (iM\ 
nL,  EdiB.  tSSa):  do  Wclt«*  (i&|6)}  TrolJupc  (LonUi^n,   1847);  Di«dnch 

*  SehwrRler  (A'2. 1.  197 1)  >1to  liotrd  MhoM  in  Ju  5"  snd  a  P  i>*,  snce 
the  gospel,  Nke  the  apocolypie  of  Jolin,  voifcd  Uie  ptimldve  Jcwiih 
ChfiHiinily  of  the  nilf  ebiicch.  Pntiderer  [t'rt.  ii.  160  f.),  though  rcgsrdinj 
it  at  an  iad«pendcal  form  of  the  ori^inKl  Aram&ic  sospcl,  tdmili  the  presence 
of  bur  lc(«)di. 

t  Tbc  k^tDdary  fntum  are  cruder  than  Ihe  iwive  storiei^  *^.,  of  Ml 
IJ***  si'"-  and  ST*'"" :  nn  the  olhcr  hitnd,  il  1im  p(p»rrv«l  >  more  accurate 
fdttn  of  aj*.  The  bticr  »  more  lik«ly  to  be  piimiiive  than  the  coriedlon  nl 
■lie  csnoaical  tnt  of  Ml.  hy  •  well-informed  nlitor,  and  it  it  not  the  only 
iUUsoc  of  good  prioilllvc  undiiion  in  ihe  ri  'Ituianir. 

I  The  Crert  commcnii  of  Eu»(lriii!i  (Cjb.)  and  Cyril  (Alex.)  ace  c»lanl 
flaly  fai  hagBcnU :  ihu  Lkio  b  tran^Utcd  into  £ni;1Ith  (cd.  R.  ?.  SmJih, 
Oifaid.  1859). 
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(1864) !  ;. ;.  Owen  (New  York.  1K7)  1  BUping  (186S)  1  Bui«et  (1S68) ;  A. 
Gut  (1S7J):  Jonn  >nd  Cook  {S/^iin'i  Cfmrn.  1878):  E.  H.  Pluaap<re 
(Elllcoti'i C«n«.  1878) :  ElofmuinliSyS) ;  Oai.\etut(Ltn^t't  BiUl-lfiTi*, 
18S0);  v»n  Doicn  (New  York,  iSSlli  Frllion  (Puii.  l8S)) ;  Scluiu 
(iSSj)*  ;  Farm  {CCr.  18S4);  M.  f.  Sulkr  (r&S6)i  Codrt'|iSS$.  Eng. 
It.  oTtecond  ed.  lESi);  T.  M.  Linduy  (Edin.,  n.  d.):  I-  Bond  (1890); 
Hahn  (Brslao,  tSgi-4)*i  J.  Wda'  (— Mcfti*,  iS9»):  Kn»benb»i»« 
(fail*,  1S95):  I-tummcf  (/CC.  1896  and  foil.  ed.>i  Blaat.  £tmi^/ium 
tfomdum  /.wuMliSg;)!  Naiecn'(Strack-Zockler,  1897);  Riciler  (Btlxen, 
1900):  A.  Wright  (1900);  a  Vieiu  {—  Me)'*!*,  1901);  Adcnejr  (CB. 
1901);  Ciiodoa  (CtmrntH/aiir  mli^iu  et  mtrat,  Paiii,  19OJ) ;  W<lllMaaen  * 
(1904)  ;  V.  Roie,  L'toangilt  ithn  S.  tin  {Vins.  1904) ;  Men.  iHt  Svgtttm 
Atamn  nr,  Lutai  umA  itrr  Syriiih/n  in  Sinniiloitir  nifumd.  PuHmfttil- 
handitkrifl  trliuttTl.  (19051*:  J-  M.  S.  Biljon  (1908)*;  A.  S.  Walpolo 
(1910). 

(1)  Sludi'o* — B.  L.  KOnlgMnann,  Dt  fmtthm  Mmmunt«r$fntm  Lttm 
(1798);  Scbleicmiiwliet,  litr  die  SihrifUn  Jrs  lumt  (i  Theil,  1817,  Eoj, 
ir.  iSlS,  wilh  pifficc  liy  Thirlwall) ;  ■  Mtll,  Tin  Bill.  Char,  tf  St.  lii*/i 
a»$ftl  {iZ*t)\  J.  GrlRini,  Dit  Einlttit  dti  JjKai-f.f fimi  {lUi) ;  G.  Meyef, 
tti  StHita  A  fAi.  <it  L.  (ToulouK,  |S65I :  Rcnan.  v.  (ch.  xiii.) ;  Kdm.  1. 
98  f,  i  Schollen,  iat  FamHniitht  Evflm,  KriiiuX*  Unttrt.  i.  Ev-  iMci  Litcai, 
cic.  (Gciin.  ed.,  Redcpcnning,  1881)  1  Stockmcjtr,  'Qurllcndn  Lk-Etg^tm*' 
(Z.'Uiw.,  tSS4.  117-149):  C.  CampUll,  Ctilital  SluJin  in  St.  luVl 
Of/V/(i890,  on  EbiiHiiliam.  dcmonnloi;)',  Glc.)  i  Krine,  Siitt  vtrtaxutittit 
Uihitli^mai  lUi  Lrntiu  (\^\'i' :  Bebb  (Z>A.  til.  161-173)1  Pfloidnv, 
t  rt.  IL  9S-190,  a8oL]i  P.  C  Seiue.  Origim  «f  Thiiit  Gesfti  (1901); 
E.  C.  Selwyii.  J.-lf  lit  Phifitt  (1901):  A.  B.  Bruce,  Ximtdnm  ^Gtd* 
(I90«)  *  ;  J.  Ilnuutcim,  Dh  MiiiiifigiiiiUt  im  St^tf  da  itttat  (190})  | 
B.  Weiia,  Dit  Qmil4M  Jti  ItUauvgimt  (1908)*  ;  A.  Vriight  {DCG.  IL 
84-91). 


I 
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S  I.  Tht  Pre/aa.—Yl\MaA  {Pkihlt^  */  Gwftts,  1898,  i-ao); 
Abboll(£A'.  1789-90). 

Luke's  gospel  and  its  scijiiet  are  addressed  to  ■  cerlAin 
Theophilus.  This  is  a.  genuine  proper  auat,  not  an  inuminary 
H6m  4t  gytrrt  for  the  typical  catechumen,  nor  a  conrcntional 
title  For  the  average  Christian  reader.  Nothing  is  knovn  of 
Tbeophilus,  except  what  may  be  inferred  from  Luke's  language, 
vix.  that  he  was  not  simpljr  an  ouiiider  interested  in  the  fiuth,  but 
(■on^x'i^^'  ^P-  ^'^  *^^  It")  a  Christian  who  desired  orreqtiired 
ftiller  acquaintance  with  the  historic  basis  of  the  Christian  gospel ;  I 
also  that,  as  KparioTf  impliea  (cp.  Ac  33*"  14'  iA*)>  he  wasa  man  * 
of  nmlc.  Luke's  emphasis  on  the  relation  between  Christianity 
and  the  Roman  empire,  and  his  stress  upon  the  hindrarKes  and 

■  Cii'Kued  by  PItnck  in  an  rktay,  Dt  LmmttKmg.  tnutljrti  irititm  if\ 
SttinirmaiirrfrtfMuimUXiiB^iiCD,  1819), 
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URipt&tioni  of  money,*  would  ijilljr  with  the  hypoth^is  that  his 
rrieod  belonged  to  the  upper  and  ofBdal  classes;  but  beynnd 
these  inferences  tics  the  land  of  fancy.t 

Luke's  method  is  historical,  but  his  object,  like  that  of  John 
{10"),  is  religious.  He  makes  no  claim,  however,  to  be  an  cye- 
■itiKM.  All  he  profcnes  is  (o  write  n  correct,  complete,  and 
diranological  (in  the  sense  of  wdI-«rTan|i;ed,  or  logical)  account 
of  the  primitive  TopiSovit  as  received  from  the  first  generation 
of  disciples.  Thb  attempt  was  neither  new  nor  su[>ctfluou!(. 
Luke  had  numerous  predecessors  in  the  enterprise,  but  Ihcir 
vorfc  did  not  satisfy  his  purpose,  and  he  resolved  to  make  a 
fresh  essay.  He  makes  no  claim  to  be  inspired  (contrast  the 
Soft  ttA/UH  with  the  JSofff  irwiifiari  r^  oyi'y  kq!  ^^iv  of  Ac  I  j") ; 
his  qualifications  are  simply  the  pains  he  had  taken  to  acquaint 
himself  (^«fM;3^)  with  Ihc  conienis  of  the  TiipoS<xr<«.  Whatever 
his  tuocess  was,  his  historical  aim  and  method  contrast  favour- 
ably with  the  casy-j;oing  praaice  of  his  pagan  conlemporary,  Q. 
Cintius  Rufus  {vii.  8.  it,  utcunque  sunt  tradita  incorrupta 
perCeremus ;  ix.  i.  34,  e<iuidem  plura  tranxcribo  quam  credo). 
Luke  did  not  test  his  narrative  on  tjnsifted  traditions. 

(a)  The  dcdicaiion  provci  that  ihe  compilm  or  <u\y  Chriitun  ffoipcU, 
■inoi^  whvm  I.uk«  rank*  hiniMlf.  iJrcw  upon  (he  mpalliinii  of  cye-wilncMM 
tod  ptimlui^  eviinKcliiu,  but  thai  ihc  lallet  did  not  wtile  da«n  thcii  infunn*. 
lion.  The  drawing  up  of  luitiiivFi.  it  it  implied,  follDved  the  oral  tlage. 
As  Luka't  writings  thow,  he  aviiJci]  himtrlC  nal  limply  of  (he  written 
eoBfoJldoa oHm  ptrdenritoti  {i.f,  MIc.  i.ii6  Q>,  but  of  oml  uodilion. 

it)  The  pir&cv  or  dedicxtitin  not  only  ii  oiodellcd  on  the  conventional 
UoM  of  *i>eiml  lller&ture,  liul  ihowi  if  not  on  aoqutlntinoe  with  xtnuUr 
pUM(B  in  mcdicsl  treatise*,  i.g.  tlut  of  Dioikoridn  irt^  i\!yt  larpitfji  (cp, 
LagsfdCs  .ViuAti/tmtnt,  lii.  3JS  (. ;  HotMrl,  ,\teJi.al  Lan^agt  ef  Si.  luh. 
KL  :  J.    Wdu,  «lc|,  at  anjr  race  a    medical   flavour.!     Thut,   itfipCn 

'The  toolled  'Kbiuniliwn'  of  Lube  ariMs  partly  from  hit  source*, 
■nnal  of  which  apparently  reflected  the  nufferlng,  poor  chuirliei  of 
lUcstine  1A.D.  40-70),  and  partly  from  the  (amiliat  dialriM'lhemci  of  con- 
Icmpanrj'  Sloiditni.  The  lone  of  the  relevant  paawien  |ep.  O.  Hotumann'i 
War  Juui  Eiila/Htr.pp.  i6f.)is  that  of  Junei*cpiltle,  curioualy  aicctk  and 
Biore  than  nufriciout  of  wealth. 

t  Beck  l/Vr  /"rtifn  dti  l.H*tti  Ji^/w.  1901)  t-x.  artuei  from  t*  iiiA 
■hat  Lake  Wat  oix  of  the  Cmmaus-diuriplei,  and  Theophiliu  a  rich  lai- 
ocdlertoe  of  Aotioch  who  met  Luke,  Philip,  and  I'aul  at  Cieiarea,  whithef  be 
had  arcotapanM  IIet«d  and  Uonlce. 

;  TKunb  {Dif  CrirtAiuie  SfinbUe  Im  ZiilalUr  Jtt  lliiltaismm,  1901, 
115-uft)  conlendk  thai  Ihe  lincuiiiic  painlleU  niih  IK-.hoiidet  and 
Uippokttlcs  (prcf,  u>  ll'pt  ^Jtaliji  far^r^,  ute*  ittX'^PI'"  '<H  'irm'ta 
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mpam)>aii8uii  it  a  phnue  of  Galen  tflygnat.  li.  13,  TTtrn'af.  ae  Pitmtm,  s), 
and  in  hi>  ptcfaec  Id  ihc  laltct  work  he  wrllcs,  koI  niTur  ru  rl*  rt^  r^ 
tiipiAt^  Xiysf,  drpt^iSt  /(crdiai  iroTS,  djN«r«  IKauv  •nrai'Iafvt  ta«<fr«, 
I.iike'a  pr«fxcc  Ihcii-foii;  hmU  thai  Ihc  writer  U  not  onlf  rixnpMinf  a 
llletuy  work,  but  funiliat  with  medical  phrucolog;.  Il  it  the  lim  piece  of 
evidence  for  ilic  correi/Inm  o(  Iho  tiadiliiin  (tec  licluw)  Ihal  lie  <raa  Lukr, 
the  Creek  phyilcian  vrho  wu  in  touch  with  Paul  ilurin|[  hia  talcr  life. 

(r)  rolylHui  nmilaily  |iv.  1-3)  explain*  that  be  besins  hit  main  hiMot; 
■t  iao-3l6  n.C.,  since  lie  waa  lhu»  able  "  10  trpnk  at  aii  ey«-iri(neu  vf 
icveral  of  the  evenu  "  of  the  period*.  "  m  well  u  from  the  tnfotmatton  of 
thotc  who  were  cye-witneBacs  of  other  evenii.  To  gn  furlhci  back  bim)  write 
the  teport  of  a  rcpoit  (iln  dio^v  ^  dia^i  iptd^ir)  (cemed  to  tne  an  iiwenire 
boui  for  concluiioni  01  for  aMenions."  Luke  would  have  alio  agreed  wkb 
the  further  icaaon  of  Polybiiit,  "  Above  all,  I  aiaded  at  Ihia  point,  inamadi 
an  the  whole  world'*  hlttory  cnleted  uprm  a  new  phatc  at  thia  period." 

§  3.  Omline  and  coHifHts. — After  the  preface  (i'-'X  the  gospet 
falls  into  four  sections:  (n)  The  Tint  <i*-4'')  describes  ihc. 
birth  of  John  and  of  Jesus  (I'-j*),  the  boyhoot)  of  Jesus  (»""**)i 
the  ptclitninaty  mission  of  John  (3'**)  and  his  baptism  of  Jesus 
(j"'')i  the  genealogy  of  the  latter  (s****)  and  his  IcinpUlion 
(4''"^*  The  second  part  (4'*-9'')  is  devoted  to  the  Galilean.  _ 
mission,  t  The  third  section  (9"-i9*')  brings  Jesus  to  Jerusalem  S 
after  a  seri»  of  journeys  through  Samaria  and  elsewhere.  The 
closing  part  (i9'"-34)  covers  the  same  ground  as  the  corre- 
sponding sections  in  Mk.  and  Mt.,  though  with  characteristic 
omissions  and  additions,  t 

Luke's  relation  to  the  Marcan  order  is  of  primary  significance 
in  an  estimate  of  his  work.  Between  Mk  I'-'andMk  i^'bcinscns 
an  even  fuller  account  of  John's  pteaching(3""")thanMi.  (3''*)j5 


1 
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Myur  4  ift-^w)  ore  loo  general,  and  that  they  only  prove  a  knowledge  of 
mescal  phiaatolaQr.  On  the  coinddenco  with  the  preface*  aod  dedicalkuu 
of  JoMphui,  tec  Krenkel'i/'Ji/iiHi  h.  luku,  jof. 

*  On  the  Lucan  handling  of  this  tradition,  ep.  EBi.  4960-4961.  aod  B. 
Wei»,  QuiiitM  d.  tAtiai  St-glmt,  too  f. 

t  The  Mcond  aitd  the  third  wctlont  both  open  with  a  rejection  of  Jama 

i  In  the  paiwon- narrative  the  resemblancM  with  Ac  i>-14  are  vety 
nuvked;  both  Jeiu»  and  Paul,  accnrdini;  10  I.uke,  wmc  nituck  on  ibo 
rooulh  before  ihc  Sanhedrim  ;  bolh  were  eivcn  up  by  the  Jews  to  the  Roman 
■uiboritiei ;  both  were  accuied  of  Irtaion  bjr  the  Sadduccan  priewhood,  anil 
both  were  ihire  lime*  pronuunced  innocent. 

I  This  il  one  caw  in  which  Mi.  keep*  tauc}i  cloiet  lo  Q  than  Luke  f 
Satmon'a  Human  Elfmrnt  m  G^ifili,  49fi);  the  laller,  by  thancine  lh« 
PhariteeaandSodducee*  Into  a  vague  i-mw^tcp-T*)'  laila  to  eiplain  the  poaaa 
and  tfaarpDCM  of  lohn'i  rebuke. 


I 
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he  then  follows  Mk,  down  to  4"  (  =  Mk  1"),  but  proceeds  to 
insert  a  programmatic  and  proteptic  account  of  the  rejection 
of  Jam  u  Nuara  (4 '"■*).•  Reluming,  in  4*''**t  to  tl'c  Martan 
uheine  (i**"")!  he  stops  at  this  point  to  iniert  a  special  version 
of  Peter**  call  (s''*').  in  pboe  of  the  tradition  (Mk  1"-™)  which 
be  had  just  omitted.  The  Marcan  thread  is  followed  again 
till  6"  (=Mk  3*),  where  he  reverses  the  iwsition  of  the  call 
of  the  twelve  (6'»-"'  =  Mk  3»'«,  6>T'»-Mk  i'-»).  After  this, 
Luke  goes  his  otm  way  for  a  while,  Mk  4'**  is  reproduced  in 
g»-«j  8i»-M  picks  up  Mk  3"-"  (another  instance  of  reversed 
ordeT)t  and  S****  follows  Mk  4»''-5" ;  the  parabolic  leadiing  of 


^■>-»>r«  {g  entirely  omitted,  and  4**^  Jg  not  used  till  i^*". 
In  9"  Lute  returns  to  Mk.  (6*"'"^  and  the  thread  is  on  the 
whole  followed  in  g'"  '^  ( -  Mk  6»^).  Then,  omitting  Mk  6"- 
V,  with  the  exception  of  8""  and  S"",  which  arc  caught  up  in 
l««jseonler  later  (ii****  ii"-ii'),  he  follow*  Mk.  (8>'-9«)  in 
9'***(omiltingMk  9*^"),  and  on  the  whole  109'^'*' (  =  Mk9'«^'). 
Mk  9**^  reappear*  afterwards  in  17'-*,  the  salt-saying  of  g**-*" 
Oilce  io<-")  never  appears  at  all,  and  it  is  not  till  iS''-**  that  the 
MafCan8chcmc(io"-»*)is  resumed  (i8»-«  =  Mk  to**").!  The 
oarradveof  the  last  days  in  Jerusalem  then  follows  Mk.  pretty 
clo«ely,  though  it  omiist  Mk  n'*"-"*'  (fig-uce  incident), 
ijiimawjand  jji**  reverses  the  order  of  Mk  14"-"  (-aa"") 
and  14'*'*  (»i>'^'^),  and  makes  a  number  of  sigmficant 
additions. 

Lake's  detaiUd  chronology  van«t  belwcoi  ngu«  notin*  of  liin«  snd 
debute  sjmchTOnltnik  which  arc  i^ncralJy  mort  er^pl^'C  ihin  historical. 
Thw  lbs  Unh  or  John  the  lUptUt  uid  of  Jaui  (.tike  fell  '  in  the  d>js  of 
H«rod'  (I*,  cp.  a'  A>  raii  ItiUpaniiitirtut);^  he  u  now  uid  then  pr«C3tc 
spoo  <hp  (»■  a"-*"  elc),  monlh»li  (!»*"■••),  ycut  |»",  cp.  ^1,5  of 
evn  boon  (>",  cp.  rc^  »**),  and  he  ntlcmpu  U  one  pUce  ui  eUboniv 
liaMd  lytidiiaciim  (in  ]''',  wiih  which  the  unlold  date  of  ili«  Thebam' 
entTjriuto  PUna,  in  Thuc.  11.  i,  h»  been  cnmjMitd).     He  knowi  lh>l  lh< 

•  Which  Mh.  rvMtTM  till  6'*.     Htnc«  ih?  uutchionitm  of  t.k  4*. 

t  On  the  nej[1ccl  of  the  MatciD  uutcc  in  9"-iS'*,  cp.  Sir  f.  C.  Hiwkint 
infT*.  tiv.  lSf.,90f.,  lyjl. 

t  Tht  anointing  In  Beihsnir  (Mh  14^*]  had  bcrn  >lrtady  oatd  in  7***, 

I  Cp  i"  6"  (/»  r.  i)ji,  rafrra.i). 

I  ApMi  ffom  the  liiiul  (Gal  4'°).  Ihe  OT  [J>  j'^,  and  (he  apooitypiic 
xfemiMilin  Apoc  Joti.),  ii^tr.  In  lu  lltcnl  iieniic,  isiMcd  only  by  Lk.  of  it!l 
IhtNTwtiten. 

1  TlotiWriit  not  Bnoomnon  in  Luke's  chronological  notices  (cp.  8"  9*^  * 
»■  »j".  At  S"  and  ttocwhcre). 
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all  fiT  I<i«lv«  dUdplsa  took  place  '  tm  t*t  mtraiHj;  («>*-»)  tlUr  •  Kiel 
pnjer.  On  the  olbci  hand,  hU  omnecliont  *tt  ofien  vtffK :  t^.  iw  ry  H^i 
(;>*),  Ar  TV  (a0rf^  (tt'}.  f'  rg  H^t  iiUpt  (9").  Ai  ■  tiik,  he  followi  Muk, 
<;jr.  in  4'  4*'*^  $"'■  <>'  (oddlni;  Die  ciileninilc  Stvripaw/Mifv)  and  6*  ( =  Mk  j'), 
IhouKh  now  and  then  he  loMcly  mei  /»  m?  rflr  i^pi^r  (5"  8"— where,  like 
MtS",  he  deparli  fiom  Muk  4" — 10' I,  01  phmci  likf  irair^  ry  «aipy  |lj') 
Md  ir  aflTD  TJ  Apf  (IJ*'  »■»). 

All  through,  whenever  he  leavu  Mk.,  ant]  even  tornetimes 
when  he  follows  him,  wc  hnvc  therefore  to  distinguish  between  a 
sequence  which  is  apt  enough  in  an  edifying  homily  or  id  a  I 
catechetical  manual,  but  unlikely  to  be  htBloricaLt  Thus  Uc.  * 
arranges  the  temptation  in  4''**  so  as  to  av^ud  the  abrupt  change 
from  the  desert  to  ihe  temple,  and  at  the  same  time  in  order  to 
produce  a  climax ;  he  also  inserts  7""''  in  order  to  prepare  the 
way  for  7**  {itKpol  iyi'/iovrai).  His  work  is  full  of  these 
deliberate  lranaiiion&  and  re-arrange nients  which  were  already  a 
feature  of  the  primitive  synoptic  tradition  cicn  in  ML 

g  3.  Sources  and slmchire. — Besides  Mk.  and  Q,  the  sources 
used  by  Luke  (i'"*)  in  composing  his  gospel,  so  far  as  thejr 
were  written,  may  have  provided  him  with  material  for  I'-s'*^ 
9*'- 1 8",  ami  some  passages  elsewhere,  especially  in  the  pomioo- 
turrative ;  but  be  has  worked  over  them  so  thoroughly  that  it  b 
rarely  possible  to  div^iinguish  their  number  or  even  their  nature. 

(a)  t»-i",  cp.  Hitlmann  {JPT.,  1891,  191-161),  Badhaia 
(ET.  viii  116-119,  defence  of  integrity),  Zimmemiann  {SK^ 
1901,  415-45S,  ti^ti/.  1903,  347-190),  Hilgenfcid  (ZiVT.,  1900, 
'77-'3S.  '90',  3i3-3'8),  Schmiedel  {ESi.  1954  f.),  Useoer 
{EBi.  344"  f).  Spilta  (ZNIV.,  1906,  181-317,  *Die 
Chronologischen  Notixen  und  die  Hymnen  in  Lc  1  und  >')>  ■ 
R.  J.  Knowltng  {DCG.  L  aoa  f.),  Clemen  {Eflif:iaHtpK>tkMtlUkam 
ErilSniag  de4  NT,  1909,  pp.  lajf),  and  D.  V'ollcr  {TT., 
1910,  389-334,  'Die  Geburl  des  Taiifets  Johanties  und  Jesu 
nacb  Lukas '),  ■ 

The  stylistic  data  of  i'-»"  permit  of  three  hypotheses ;  {t.)  ' 
the  use  of  a   Palestinian  Jewish-Christian   Greek   or  Aramaic 

•  Oihet  nomine  ladJenu,  ptculiai  to  Luk*.  are  s*"  (ep.  s') »«" ***•  fl 
and  15".  ■ 

t  J.  F.  Btair  in  T%i  AftMU  Gsifil  {py.  7C)  lighllr  note*  Lnka'* 
•cnnpmcDI  of  laylngi  and  •loriea  ax  an  illunradon  of  thii :  t.g.  Lk  7*-**  u 
■D  enrople  of  7**,  Lk  10"''  (ihi  apiicmi  MiioJiJd^oXMl  aad  10*''  (Mary 
Ihe  rtnptlvc)  oT  10".  For  uthA  cue*  oJ  editucial  motive,  m«  W«aieo»'> 
/hAwA  U  Study  *f  GMfali,  pp.  393 1 
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(Brace,  Zimmermann,  Plutnmcr,  Wright)  source,  which  Luke 
bu  revised  and  incorporated;  *  (li.)  the  free  composition  of  the 
lection,  in  trcbaic  sl)'lc,  by  Luke  himself;  or  (iii.)  its  later 
insertion.  The  marked  change  of  style  and  dicdon,  as  the  gospel 
patsct  Troco  1  *  to  i*  and,  though  less  marked])',  from  a^'  10  3*,  and 
the  Hebraistic  phenomciu  of  t°-i^>,  together  with  the  Lucan 
cbancteristics  which  emerge  in  j**-"-  "■**  {Hamack,  SBBA., 

1900,  pp.  538-566)  and  elsewhere  (Zimmermaiin,  pp.  150  f.),  are 
best  DKt  by  the  fiai  of  the  three  hypotheses,  in  its  iisnslation-form. 

It  tcqoke)  too  uUlmy  liuidlloic  of  Ihe  text  to  dltenlanclc  Utm  I*-!" 
and  J**-,  mdcf  ■  double  Giruiian  redaction  [t.g.  in  !'•■'•  »nd  i™''),  it 
Jerah  *poeal]rpM of 2«chirUh  (VCItcr.  7T.,  1S9S,  144-169;  N,  Schmidt, 
SBL  L  9}6),  wbidi  it  mentioned  tn  the  ilicliomelty  of  Nikephntut  tncl 
elwwhcre,  or  lo  detect  a  Jewiih-Chriilitn  interpoljilion  (so  Usfncr,  Dot 
WttMiM/IUiJal,  1SS9,   iMf.;  Geicke,  Nnte  JakH.  fUr  J.  ktatt.  AtUrth., 

1901,  1S7)  io  3*'"  M  well  ■*  in  Ml  l''"  (for  Lk  l-J,  cp.  Comen  in  GGA,, 
1899,  ji6f.). 

The  main  drawback  to  (it.),  i>.  to  the  theory  that  the  author 
himself  produced  the  archaic  Semitic  style  by  meun«  of  a 
consciotis  ait  (so,  r.f.,  I'flcidcrcT  and  Ilarnack,  ^jVT^  i.  i99f.], 
apart  from  the  fact  that  the  so-called  Lucan  characteristics 
arc  almost  wholly  derived  &om  the  LXX,  is  the  difficulty  of 
imagining  how  a  Gentile  Christian  like  Luke  could  throw  himself 
back,  by  a  supreme  elfon  of  Ihe  historical  imagination,  to  the 
standpoint  of  these  chapters  (cp.  Sanday,  ET.  xiv.  196  f. ;  Zahn, 
INT.  m.  iiaf.,  and  Stanton  in  GHD.  ii.  "3f.).  When  the 
sec^on  it  viewed  as  lake's  iranslation-Greck,  and  as  embodying 
some  primitirc  document,  not  as  a  piece  of  free  composition, 
I*-!**  with  i**""  represent  an  early  Palestinian  source  which 
Luke  has  worked  over,  perhaps  inserting,  €4.,  the  references  to  the 
decree  (j')  t  and  the  virgin-birth  (t**^),  with  the  ut  ho^im  of 
3".  He  probably  translated  the  source  himself  from  Aramaics 
In  spite  of  Dalman's  socpticism  i^lVoru  Jtiu,  Eng.  tr.  pp.  38  f.) 
there  ts  no  reason  why  Luke  should  not  have  known  Aramaic; 
aod  here  as  elseu-here  there  are  fairly  evident  traces  of  a  Semitic 
origirul  (Brigg*,  Mtttiah  of  Goip^h,  41  f. ;  Wcllhauscn,  Einl.  35  f  ; 
Nestle,  Z.WV.  vii.  j6of.;  Spiita,  ZNW.  vL  aj^f.;  Wrigbl, 
Zimmermann,  Julicher,  etc). 

*.So).  G.  MMhcn,  PrimrltH  #nwn*(l9o6),  4^-49. 
t  Tbe  ch>onol<vut  notice*  csnnoi  cUim  to  be  mare  than  ngue,  popuUi 
niina  (cp.  Spina,  »f.  d/.  f.  JOO). 
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It  ti  no  ob)ectiQD  lo  areue  tflilg«nfe1d.  elc)  (h*E  tthrrttoe*  lo  Itie  DwrUic 
IhnnF  and  tri|!n  (I"'*),  the  richlruusncu  of  works  (l*  i"  elc).  tad  ths 
olilij^tloni  of  ihe  law  {t^"),  could  not  have  come  from  (he  jicn  of  Luke  the 
Piuliniii.  bul  muiT  have  been  added  by  a  redactor  who  woi  retponsible  for 
the  toni;t,  etc  To  be  •  friend  ur  companion  of  Paul  wa«  not  equivalent  to 
tharing  al)  hU  patllculat  theologioil  opinion)  (kc  betow  Dndn  Acu) ;  Loke'* 
hUtoric  teiw  wax  luftinenl  lo  prevent  him  from  luppieHing  tuch  (aatlWf  in 
the  inieretu  ol  docirine  ;  and,  even  upon  Hil|;cn(eld'>  pMullat  tbtdl,  the 
redactor  wm  binuclf  ■  Tauliniit  I 

One  object  of  the  tource  wai  lo  represeoi  John  Ibe  Baptkl  u  emphadcaJlx 
Ihc  foreninner  and  inferior  of  Jctiu — (he  tame  niollre  which  ie-ap{ieu>  In 
Ac  lS-19  ai  well  as  in  the  Fouith  soipel.  Thii  iradiiion,  vilh  iti  iaita- 
pOaitkiD  of  the  Ivo  Urlh*,  met  the  lendmc)'  in  tome  circle*  to  af^nBitiM 
ibe  ptcatlgc  of  John  (cp.  J.  R.  Wilkinwin,  A  JahaaniKt  IMtuaunl  in  iKt 
ftm  Ckafltr  ff  S,  Lwiti  Gaif^I,  iQoa).  This  Icadi  10  the  Gnt  of  tlw  three 
prabbmi  of  textual  and  lilemty  cilttcikm  in  the  tcclion.  (a)  Waa  ibo  rbsin- 
birth  oiieinilly  patl  of  the  source,  or  even  of  Lolte'i  version  f  The 
hypotheiis  *  that  i*^*  represents  an  inierpolaiion  in  the  text  (lOi  *.g; 
Hitlmann,  Voltcr,  Iloliimann.  Conybeare,  L'wner,  Ilamock  :  Z.NW.,  1901, 
53-57,  Schtniedel,  Pfleiderer.  Grill,  N.  Schmidt.  J.  Weiss,  Loisy,  Monlefiarc) 
rests  enlirrlyt  n't  Eternal  cviilence.  When  these  renes  are  omitted,  it  is 
claimed,  the  conieit  i^.r.  to  v.",  and  from  v.*}  runt  tmooihly.  Jctiit  it 
auDOuncrd  as  destined  lo  be  bom  to  Joseph,  a  descendant  of  David  (so  f 
«bov  ilaHll  muhi  be  taken  In  i"  in  the  light  of  1'"  and  a*)  and  Mary. 
The  application  of  'lott'tt  to  Joseph  and  Mary,  and  of  vor^  to  Joaeph.  dam 
DM  give  the  iligbieM  hint  of  any  merrty  adoptire  rclaiionihlp  between  Joaepb 
•nd  Jcaui,  and  such  a  conntctiim  is  not  atiggesied  by  the  episode  eA  the 
Baptiic'a  birth.  Mary  Is  a  viigfin  when  the  ani^cl  announces  the  hlrth  of  a 
son  and  [a  messianic  scion)  to  bet  (l'^  ;  i'.«.  as  a  betrothed  maiden,  presently 
to  be  married  (>i\  len  than  a  ye^r),  the  ii  promised  this  (ift  of  Cod  la  her 
(narried  bfe.  The  morruiec  is  taken  for  (ranted,  M  in  la  7".  After  thla, 
the  sequence  of  i"  KHtiK  ik-atl  Ikii  Ar,  imiv  /  Vmm  mil  a  mon/)  ta  held  to 
be  abnipl.  Ilitlicilo  the  an^ilic  promise  referred  simply  lo  t>tt  lutUK  u  a 
RuuTted  woman,  and  the  difiiculiy  of  this  (]uetiiDn.  unmotived  by  what 
precede*,  it  not  to  be  explained  by  her  maidenly  canacimuness  or  confusioQ 
•I  the  announeetnent.  Furihcitnore,  the  word4  ate  aa  real  an  expression  of 
Incredubty  as  those  of  Zacharitih  (■");  fM  the  latter  is  punished  for  ■nbetief, 
while  Mary  is  praised  for  her  Ulh  ( I**).     Tbi*  eulogliun  is  hard  lo  uiulcntaad  ( 


*  HNdter's  (ZHT..  I9C»6,  iS-te)  inclaslon  (to  Spitia  and  Moniictoe)  «l 
■^**  in  the  Intcrpolailon  haa  this  irt  ita  favour,  that  it  geti  rid  of  the  1 
mlmculoiu  mfeicnce  in  ".     B.  Wou  confine)^  the  inlerpolaiioa  to ' 

I  The  lubititBCtoa  of  *  for  **,  and  the  omission  of  **  after  ",  in  f  ■•  loo 
•lendM  a  baais,  and  may  have  boea  acciilentat,  whilai  the  alleged  ownnton 
of  **^  ttaai  the  fnlnsii^liiiiti  JuM  breaks  down  upon  emainalioa  (cp> 
ittadlam'idiscunlonwiihCanylitfuo  in  iheduR/MM  for  Haxch-April  t<)o^. 

{  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  pcccarloui  to  argua  that  Mary's  sufaKt)uent  silt- 
prise(j'***)  would  be  inconsiiieni  with  the  revelation  Eiren  bet  in  i**^,  and 
ihat  tber^n  cither  the  latter  pawfe,  or  llic  whole  of  ch.  S,  It  ojt  Interpolation. 
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in  new  of  I**,  fot  the  qualtoo  there  U  nrrcly  more  lh«n  tn  iovoliintM)" 
CT7  o(  Mrjirix.  unleu  w*  «e  i"  irwii  t«  <onj(Wutf  (w  W.  C.  Allen, 
InttrfrMtT,  1905.  pp.  uif.)  and  auuioc  an  unrecorded  mdication  of  lome- 
thins  wnique  in  ikc  cvncepllun.  An  kltrmalivc  muclilicaliiin  uF  tile  intct- 
polation'hj-pathetii  would  be  nimply  to  vnnx  /iril  trifa  et  yiriioiv  (torn  1" 
(»  KaitcDbDicb,  Affif.  SymM,  ii.  6ij  •  Men  -.  Weinel.  ZNiV..  1901,  J7f.  i 
L.  Kohln,  '£S<iL»,  1901,  uof.)  on  iho  i:ruiind  ihit  the  <oncfpiiun  ^[h« 
Itoljr  Spiiit  doe*  not  nccctutily  exclude  human  paletniij'  (Jateph'i  acenejr 
being  taken  u  a  maltet  of  coune,  like  that  of  Zachariah),  and  alM  became 
Mary'tcfy  of  lutiatte  thea  lelitet  to  ihe  curet  of  her  ton,  and  not  to  th« 
loethod  of  his  conception.  Dm  it  is  the  latter  whieh  ii  the  pMnI  of  i***, 
wbcreaa  in  the  touicc  (I'.f.  up  to  >uli  ttrm  refrs)  Ihe  kuipriie  and  heiitation 
■femodved  by  llie  (act  that  Maiy  and  Jmeph  nicie  of  huntlile  origin. 

The  aigtanent  llierefbte  i>  that  i****  can  be  retnovcd.  not  only  without 
impairtnic.  but  actually  with  ihc  result  of  improvinic,  ihe  contcit.  *  If  the 
allBBOii  to  nrginily  (i")  and  the  abience  of  anf  iub>c<|uent  mention  of 
muiiagc  are  taken  ■*  implyin);  I***,  it  it  open  lo  Ihe  critic  either  to  tef^rd 
ro^rei  a*  Inlerpolalcd  by  the  aulhot  of  1'*'**  (*a  llamaek).  or  lo  ■iippote 
thM  the  Tcdactoe  omitted  the  mention  of  the  maitiase  and  lubtcquenl  con- 
ecptioa  (UtenciV  The  doolile  mrniion  of  r.,  however,  and  it*  rital  con> 
neciko  with  (he  KOIence,  renikf  the  former  hypolliaii  leu  probalile.t  whil* 
Ihe  latto  >eemi  unnccenary  in  view  of  1°  {viilk  Mtry  kis  wi/t).  Here  rg 
tpr^rmQikir<)  o^v  ■^S  t-ixiif  ii  correctly  Intcipfeted  by  Iho  early  gloBaiiial 
addition  of  iri*«iil  after  aCrvlACTd  A,  l.q*.  S}t>,  iiale.,soth.,Kth.);eTen 
if  one  ia  iadispotcd  lo  admit  -yivaiiEl  as  the  otiginal  reading  {t^.  Hlcker, 
SJ-S«>,  on  the  ground  that  ita  aJterailon  into  iftr.  it  more  likely  ihan  the 
Ebionitic  disuse  of  ifir.  into  Yvratd.  The  lole  rcMon  for  Haty'a  pteienec 
witk  Jowf'i  "i"  '''C  '*<'  "^  '>*''  marnage  to  him. 

lite  Myl'  "^  ***  ■■  ^'y  Lucan,  tbouEh  M  oocuni  only  nnce  In  the  third 
geapcl  and  inl  never.  If  it  be  an  inletpolatioin,  it  ii  due  either  lo  Luke  of 
10  a  redactor  who  wrote  ■  on  the  baua  of  1""  and  Ml  1"-*,  with  *■  aa  iu 
pnluile^  The  main  difficulty  in  the  way  of  the  Lncan  auihorthip  la  not  m 
much  the  tilence  of  AcU  on  llie  *it]pn-bitlh  ai  the  diicrepaney  beiwcea 
jH«  ,^  1  paua|[e  like  j",  where  the  Lucan  retdln)*  undoubtedly  waa 
vlit  /i»v  tt«v'  r^fttpar  -frfirnitd  at  (10,  t.f.,  Coixsen  i  Utener,  IVtilinailUi- 
/hi.  40-501  larnack,  HJ^J:  il.  ]io-3i4;ep.  Hnch,  Afrafha,  346f.,  j6sf,, 
and  PtraUtUatt,  iii  20-14).  Ai  all  evenli,  Ihe  insertion  mu>t  hare  ticen 
made,  lot  harmoeiiMic  purposea,  prior  10  the  formation  of  ihc  gospel-canon.  | 


*  Nou  bow  the  omixion,  *^.,  lestens  the  sap  between  the  ttot  nXX^^ft 
of  and  the  aol  fled'B.  4  "Tl-  '■  '•  a^Hi  awtOiyi^ir  of, 

tCp.  Baidenhewer.  £.^(1905),  p.  ijS. 

J  Oyi**  totnlitutei  y.  for  liaiiar.  {»  a,  i,e,ff^  =  uzert  im»\ 

I ZimBCnnann  {SK.,  190],  I7]f.)  atitlbolea  the  Inlripolaiion  to  Luke 
hivtelf,  >ho,  in  translating  hii  Aramaic  Jcwi*h.Chrittiaa  tource  of  ihe 
BabTity  (wfaidi  deaeribed  only  a  lututat  birih),  added  !*"•  (hence  the  Sptril 
aa  maicuUnc,  not — aain^emtiic — feminine),  altered  I'and  >*  in  onlet  to  make 
Haiy  merely  the  betrothed  of  Joseph,  not  hia  wife.  Inserted  the  ermneout 
(taaiologj  of  j'**,  the  piienihetl*  of  t*^,  the  miMmuUtion  ia  1**  (afrAr}, 
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A(unii  ihfs.*  it  iiucnH  ttnt  lb«  deletion  of  vv,*«*  does  ool  W»«  lh« 
■mwK  of  T,  "wilh  Ihc  nmc  wealth  ind  ikpth  of  meaning  ;  such  ■  leiienrd 
■ctepluicc  of  God'i  will  would  he  much  tcu  likely  than  n  f;Ud  re^almk*  tn 
the  cue  of  any  Jewuh  maiden  who,  afier  hei  beiroihal.  wai  lold  thai  her 
•Itleat  child  would  be  ihe  mcttlah.  The  tremcir,  in  the  other  om,  i%  naiuial. 
It  it  (carccly  fiiir  to  tind  an  abwlute  diicrcpancr  belwcen  Eliubclh')  pniw 
of  Mary'i  fiuth  (v.'t  and  Ihc  very  natural  and  momentary  hetialiun  of  r.**. 
It  ii  the  almou  tmmedUle  rcpreulon  of  her  douhl  and  the  roi|[ned 
worit  of  **  which  justify  her  couiin'*  eulogy  {tp.  Halfvy  to  JtS.,  1901, 
SMt).  On  the  other  hand,  ihe  liiiiher  argument  thai  Ihc  wntiiion  of  lb* 
vlt0b-binh  throwi  the  nanalivc  out  of  Lalancc,  by  tc*vln)[  no  eontnM 
between  Zachariah  and  Juteph,  ii  inrtly  met  by  the  rrlegaiiun  of  the  mac- 
nifical  to  tUitabcth,  and  by  the  tontldentilon  that  the  wory,  unlike  that  of 
Uatlhew,  ii  written  from  Muy'i  point  of  licw. 

Il  i"*  n  reUiric'l,  the  Uim  vIAi  9i«D  ilier*.  ai  in  ]".  nigi^Ni  the  idea  of 
Jctut  ■*  the  wcand  Adam,  wbote  birlh  01  erealion  tendera  hini  SfH  tf  C*d. 
Jjntfin  ^Oial.  100),  who  employs  the  Luun  trwjition,  eipandi  this  toalccy 
by  contnaliog  Eve  and  Mmy,  |xiini>nu  nut  ih>t  by  Jetni  "  God  drslroys  the 
Serpent,  and  ihow  angels  and  men  who  rcMtnble  hint,  <iheieu  he  workt 
dclivcisnce  liom  death  for  thoae  who  repent  of  their  evils  and  beliere  on 
him."  Hut,  in  view  of  Paul'i  contcpiiun  i)f  the  woond  Adam,  the  inde- 
pendence of  human  parentage  i*  not  ncccuaiy. 

An  t£|{>plian  oiliakon  ptttcrvei  a  hymn  10  Mary,  the  lecond  part  of  which, 
nproducini;  [he  matter  of  I.li  !'■'-■■  preaentx  homr  vaiinlii^iit  liom  Ihe  Luoin 
leal,  *.g.,  ihe  absence  of  ("'"  and  Ihc  conception  of  Muy  at  Ihe  moment 
of  ibe  ihcophany.  The  Icil  ia  loo  corrupt,  however,  to  Se  relied  on.  and  in 
any  eaae  it  haa  no  claim  to  be  regarded  aa  superior  (u>  RritMouein,  Zmti 
niifie*tgeiikiikiliihn  fra^m,  1901,  iii-i)i|  10  the  Liican  aocouaL  Even 
in  the  laKer  Ihik  idn  of  Mar/k  conception  m  due  10  a  divine  uMeruicct 
haa  occMionally  been  found  by  some  critics  :  this  i>  not  l.uke't  *lew>  liM, 
•pan  ban  this  altogether,  chronologically  and  intriniica.)!]-  the  Luoui  aloey 
uikca  ptwedrnee  of  the  Esypiian  fr A|;m(t]i. 

(^)  A  Mcond  equally  complci  problem  is  Muted  by  the  criliciun  of  ibe 
aongv  Iteie.  alto,  a  number  of  the  chaiacleriitic  terms  of  ihne  *onp  in 
Lk  l-a  nay  be  ahown  to  cume  fiom  the  LXX,  while,  on  llie  other  hand. 


I 


I 


I 


■nd,  in  bet,  the  whnle  of  3"^*.  Ziminerinann  con«aqucn[ly  ideniifin  Luke 
with  Ilil|[enfe1d's '  Pauline  inlefpolaiot '  whose  hand  is  seen  in  i*^  "■*•.  He 
prccaiiouily  identiliet  ihis  Aramaic  tourcc  with  the  ^'^Xm  ftrtti>m  of  Mt  l'. 

*  The  caae  a^ainu  the  Inteipulatlon  i*  alaled  by  Halcvy  {RS.,  i^ot,  jlS- 
3JO,  who  holds,  hoveiei,  that  Luke's  ntrraiive  wu  wiiitcn  to  tupplant 
Matthew's),  by  il  ilb-enfeld,  and  by  C.  H.  Boa  (ZA'ff.,  190$,  91  f.,  and 
fC(;.  lLS04f.). 

tThe  idea  of  1**  is  Hellenic  nihet  than  Jewish.  "QuanI  au  food 
mime  dc  I'idee.  il  ne  a'accotdc  ptM  mieux  arcc  la  th  jologie  juive  eo  ce  <i<oi 
lait  I'oilglnalitj  prupie  de  celle-ei,  \  savoir  la  notion  dc  la  tnMUCendance 
dliine,  qDi  tie  pcmiel  guite  de  conccroit  Dieu  comme  Ic  prioclpe  gtebateut, 
nhjriique  ti  immMiai,  d'unc  vie  hLimaine  individuellc.  £n  giec  el  poui 
niplt  hellinique,  CCS  cmbarm  d'ciiilefll  pu  "  (Loisy,  1.  191). 
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qailc  a  adsbcr  *d  (hem  tee  iptcifically  Lucan.  On  lingiiiitic  gnninil*  alone 
It  i*  lOipoAuMe  10  dclnmine  wlieiher  Ihc  lonpi  were  ulr-pltd  by  Luke  from 
some  cutici  Kiuice  (to,  /^..  Spiitnl  or  whclhei  he  composed  ihcm  hinucit 
in  the  aidiaic  inaontc  (Mafiuii.-k),  bul  tt  U  licU  10  ttfpu4  ilicm  at  pad  ot  the 
Aiamalc  touic&*  Thej  arc  variously  lalien  la  echo  the  piallcr  and  t  S  a''" 
(HiUnwxin,  aoi  (. ;  P.  Ilaupt,  ZtimiiTift  dir  it.  Mtrgmi.  Ctttilukaft,  1904, 
6l7<«ja).  01  Jodith  (tltlecnfeld),  or  the  pwlter  of  Solomon  (cfn,  Rylt  anil 
Janes,  Tlu  Ptalmi  i^Sehmen,  pp.  id  f. ).  Any  one  of  these  dcritalions  U  pie- 
tnablelo  lite  intricale  hy|K>ihr»n  uFSpillA,  who  holds  Ihat  (he  four  hitmns  were 
otiginally  independeM  of  their  praenl  tclting  ;  the  ^'oiU  [1")  and  the  couplcl 
in  tj^ueqnoiktionaftDRi  the  same  hymni  the  mi^nih^att  |cp.  flolumann'i 
FtUfttf,  1901,  6}f.)  wat  an  luaclitiah  *ir-iong  of  irltimph;  the  pnltn  o( 
Zaefaariah  wu  coiuposcd  of  two  tepanlc  pieces,  one  (*""]  on  Ihc  appear- 
ance of  Heiaiah.  one  ("-)  a  prophetic  oittbutit  of  /ichaiiah  oier  hii  child  t 
while  Luk«  look  the  uini:><  uf  Mot}.  iUchariah,  and  Simeon  from  an  early 
OiKliaii  eoUection.  Bui  ihis  theory  fails  to  acoouni  for  the  glaria,  and  the 
(tnictnre,  «.;,.  of  Zachariah'i  Mng  ii,  at  Spina  himseH  (p.  309)  admiu, 
unnampled. 

Ii  is  ihe  mBfinilicat  which  presenis  the  gtmest  difficulty,  Ai  the  original 
leal  of  1'  waa  lal  tint  (cp.  Buikiit,  Eiiant-  Oa-Af/fii.  ii.  ^6),  Ihe  problem 
if  ahether  Ha^id^  or  '&\iti(ltT  was  ibe  coiiccl  addiiion.  The  latter  ia  tead 
by  three  old  Latin  MSS  (a,  t,  rit),  and  lepmenu  an  early  tndilion  vouched 
fee  by  Ninca  of  Kemriitina  (who  auunnet  In  hit  /V  FiaimtJi^  Bamt  that 
Eltaabclb  spake  the  fnasni^catl,  which  is  appaienlly  pie-Orti^nic  [cp. 
LooMnaUich,  v.  108  f.,  'nan  mint  ignoiamui  quod  secundum  nlios  codices 
ellcec  uerba  Ktlubet  uaticinetur')and  even  prioi  to  lirnieus  (cp.  iv.  7,  1,  'ttA 
ct  Elisahel  ail,  Mngnificat  anima  mca  dominiim,'  ZMit'.,  1906,  191-193), 
Tlie  internal  evidence,  il  it  ai|:acc],  rocruljorale)  this  euly  tiadilion.  It  ia 
ElliatMh,  not  Mary,  who  is  Tdled  with  the  eeoutie  fpicit  (1"),  md  Luke  wm 
'  had  of  insetting  drer  it  or  nal  elaev  between  the  speechci  of  hit  chaiactcn 
witkout  a  change  of  ipraket '  (Buckitt).  Kuilhcnnore,  Ihe  iriV  ntr^  of  I** 
suit*  Elltabcth  aa  ihe  pievjooa  apcaker  bctlei  than  Mary,  olheiwiM  the 
refcrcnce  would  be  to  Ihe  mention  of  her  in  v.*.  Then  a  phiaie  like  frf- 
0Kr^<r  iwl  rt|r  Taitlnara  t^i  jMtXi7t  afrci;  is  more  oongmcnt  «4lb  Elinbetli'i 
relcaae  fiom  long  hutennew  than  with  Maiy*!  aiiuaiion,  The  wbolt  queWion 
bas  been  fully  discusKd,  in  hmrii  of  Eliubeth,  by  F.  Jaoabf  (Loliy?)  in 
KtiUi.  11897)  4M-4iz ;  Haiiiack  (S8BA.,  1900,  SSft-SSCI,  Vdlier,  Conndy 
(.QmOt  4tr  kat.  KitiktiliS'i'hi'l^'.  4S-51).  H.  A.  KA«llin  {.ZNW.,  I9CM, 
I4>-I4S),  l^iiy  li'  V^i  f-)>  Schmiedel  (EBi.  >956-i957],  V.  C.  Butklli  (In 
A.  E.  Bvni'i  NitU^  »/  Stmitaia,  1905,  pp>.  citii-cliv  j /73.  viL  aiof.J, 


*  Cp,  *^.  y.  ZoieH'i  study  of  ihe  Hebrew  or  Ararat  rhythmical 
Mractuf e  of  the  magmGoc,  in  Zdiluiri/t /lir  iaiH,  7i(M>'«;ri((t905),  754-758. 
Foe  Ibc  conRMioa)  of  the  Lucan  canlicln  with  ihe  prayers  of  the  Jewish 
qriMCOK**.  w*  Chaae,  TS.  I  y  147-151.  See,  (uitbei,  W.  Stelnfuhret :  Dot 
M^M^eM  lae.  1  idtntiuk  mil  n.  103  (1908).  and  J.  F.  Wood  (/BL.. 

1901,4*- SO)- 

t  Accotdifq>  10  Hil)[enlcld,  the  magniricat  waa  intericd  like  Lk  1**^  bj 
the  aecond  Paulioiitt,  who  preGied  the  birth-alories  to  the  Gotpel. 
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Mid  ManicElorv ;  in  bvout  of  Mary,  by  A.  Dunnd  1^8.,  1898.  T4-T7)>  O. 
Budenhtwct  (AMAV4<  .Vfth/H-H,  vi.  r-i,  1901).  N>11n(/fi>j./.  iiWi/.  nUrt 
1903,  375  f.).  Ladeiue  (AVwk  J'Untru  tttUt..  190J.  613  f.),  P.  Jub«r«,  Im 
JUagHi/iiU  t-xfrttiiBti  r/tUt  dt  fdait  dt  Marit  (Rome,  1905) :  F.  P.  Puiii, 
//  ^/di-Mi/t.o/'  (1905) ;  \Vuri]«vnMlh  (in  tiurn'i  Nu4ia,  pj>.  cl*-clrill).  A.  E. 
Bum  (DCG.  ii.  101-103I,  and  C-  W.  Emmcl  KEuf?  vili.  531-519),  in 
addition  lo  Spilla  and  Wrtnlc  {CCA.,  1904,  516  f.}. 

[y)  The  cenoloEy  of  Jetut  in  Lk  3""",  unlike  ihe  tlieocntic  and  Jewith- 
Qirinian  liil  ol  Ml  1'^,  a«ccndi  from  |e(ui  to  Adam,  quite  in  the  uniTcnilisi 
tpirit  of  Ac  17".  though,  like  thai  iiit,  it  it  a  i^enealug]'  of  Jcnqihui  aniiicaity 
drawn  up.  The  concluding  edii»rial  Unich  {S«»i  afCaiti  lefeii  hack  *  to  >", 
opccially  when  l**""  ate  reguiJcd  u  iub»«iuenl  inlcipoUlioni,  Wbcthet 
Luke  tmnilitcti  il  or  not,  a  touch  like  the  Kainan  ol  3"  ii  taken  (ram  the 
LXXofGn  to**. 

(iii.)  The  third  hypothesis  (Hilgenrdd,  Usener),  thai  t'-s** 
are  a  sub5c;qucni  addition  to  the  gOEpcl,  is  based  on  the  argu- 
ment that  the  5.vu>6tv  of  the  prologue  excludes  the  birth -stories. 
The  piimitivc  apostolic  tradition  upon  Jesus  certainly  started 
with  an  account  of  his  baptism  by  John  (Ac  i"");  and,  if  the 
prologue  «rere  interpreted  in  this  light,  it  would  usher  in,  r>ot 
i*-a»»  but  j"-,  at  which  point  the  or-n'//«c«cj  of  1' could  first 
vouch  for  the  &cts.  On  the  other  hand,  rHa  mirX^po^opovititmi' 
iv  ^fiiv  wpayfiamv  need  not  be  restricted  to  facts ;  matters  of 
conviction  atKong  us  would  be  at  fair  a  rendering.  No  great 
stress  can  be  put  on  the  introduction  of  John  as  the  son 
of  Zachariah  in  3*  as  if  for  the  first  time  (sec  5'") ;  tbb  mfty 
be  naturally  explained  as  a  sententious  impressive  a)lusion.t 
Nothing  Imn^s  on  the  addition  to  the  two  twelfth -century  ^tSS 
of  the  Armenian  version  of  Efraim's  commentary  on  the 
Diatessaron  {Imou  autem  inilivm  fecit  a  tiapiismo  Joaitnit,  cp. 
Conybeare  in  ZNW.,  1901,  191-197);  for,  apart  from  the 
lateness  and  obxcurity  of  the  fragment  in  question,  Efratm 
mu!it  have  read  Lie  1-1  in  his  copy  of  the  Diutetitaron.  The 
eUboralc  chronological  data  of  j'''  indeed  seem  more  in  keeping 
with  the  beginning  (t']  of  ft  story  than  as  the  introduction  e%'en 
to  an  important  epoch,  and  the  [resumption  tn  favour  of  Ihe 
baptism  as  the  suning-point  of  the  gospel  is  corroborated  by 

'  Thb  eiplain*  why  Luke  hax  placed  tlie  ernealogi  •»  Ule  |  he  tMcrvod 
thli  pait  of  bii  wiuce  till  be  could  prtpaie  for  it  by  ihc  faapiisin  ■■  which 
Jenit,  according  lo  the  primitive  view,  became  S«m  »/  Gtd.  Itui  Vx'u''r» 
does  not  trfei  lo  the  be|tinniii£  of  thU  divine  Mnihip  (Spitlaj. 

tSiniiUtly  the  repciition  of  Joseph,  Marj-,  and  NaiateUi  In  f-  linply 
lenuncB  i**" ;  it  doci  not  imply  thai  two  toutct*  lie  lide  by  aid*. 
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Ac  I  •,  which  defines  it  «s  an  account  of  ■*//  tAitt  Jttut  began  both 
i9  ifi  and  I0  Uath.  It  suggeau,  especially  in  view  of  ■**,  thai 
Che  original  Iradilion  opened  (as  in  Mk.)  with  ihe  baptism, 
but  it  docs  not  necessarily  exclude  such  introductoiy  matter  as 
the  poetical  birth-nanalivcs  of  i-a ;  (he  latter  were  cognate  to 
the  subject  and  scope  of  s",  thejr  were  preliminarjr  notice* 
leading  up  to  (cp.  i"  with  3')  the  historical  traditions,* 

(/)  9"-t8>*  b  not  a  Iravi-lnanaiivc  :  although  it  contains 
»mc  incidents  of  travel  (9*'«- ""■"  io»"-  i^"'-  i4«'-  17"^).  these 
do  not  dominate  the  general  situation.  It  is  not  a  Pcrcan  source ; 
there  >i  a  certain  thread  in  the  stories  of  the  Satnotilnn  village 
(9"-*»),  the  good  Samaritan  (lo**"),  «nd  the  Samaritan  le[)er 
(ij"''*)t  but  no  geographical  connection  is  visible.  Although  it 
nijr  be  inferred  from  Mk  toi  and  Mt  i<|'  thaj  Luke  meant  10 
locBta  aocne  of  this  material  in  Pcrea,  the  setiitig  and  the  juxu- 
podltOQ  of  the  conlcnU  arc  topical  and  literary,  not  chrono- 
logical He  begins  with  a  mirror  for  Chriallan  missionaries 
{y-io**  centring  round  Ihc  mission  of  the  70):  how  they  arc 
to  behave  towards  incivil  people  <9'"-),  how  they  must  be  whole- 
hearted (9*'*'),  how  they  are  to  carry  out  their  mission  (10"-), 
and  bow  Ihcy  arc  to  be  received  (lO*").!  Then  follows  a  little 
group  of  sayings  on  prayer  (ii^i*).  The  next  groups,  with  any 
unitjr,  occur  in  la''**  (duties  of  fearlessness,  disinterestedness 
and  unworldlinesa,  and  watchfulness  in  the  Christian  mission) 
and  in  ij**-i3'*  (addressed  to  oxXw.  on  repentance).  Another 
(li"*)  group  of  dinner  sayings  follows  (i4''*);t  I4'"*  recalls 
9^;  '5  («?•  Hi^nfeld,  ZWT.,  190J,  449-464)  defends  the 
graciousness  of  the  gospel  against  Jewish  cavilling  (cp.  15*'  "); 
ifit-iji*  are  a  looscj  collection  of  sayings  upon  various  social 

■  1/  XJtsi  id  i'  were  not  =  lhe  ChttitUn  prcachlne,  and  if  iitti  in  j" 
wnt  ea\=aivHt,  inimd  of  at  if,  there  mittht  Im  mric  rcAion  for  kdopiini; 
CofMen's  theory  \GGA.,  1S99.  pp.  310  f.  ]  ihat  Ihe  peruoal  logos  ippsircc] 
M  fim  on  earth  in  the  baptism  (]*),  uid  ihU  aJrAvroi  uld  IrrtifH^i  ihuulil 
be  takes  together,  with  roC  Xiyev  in  the  Johuinine  leiue  adtinibnled  Id 
Aelo"iJ~'«. 

t  10**^  hu  no  canncction  with  whai  precede*  and  very  lilile  with  what 
[ollowi.  Oq  the  whole  arrsnccmtDt  of  thi*  tection,  tec  Wernte,  Sfn,  Fragt, 
99 1. 1  riWukrtt,  Vn.  ii.  t  jS  U 

:  The  inndtteDce  of  14'***  («a  place  belwven  13**  and  13*  (cp.  Blair's 
4p*Ualit  G*sf*l,  pp.  Ill  f.)  hu  icveral  points  Id  iu  (■'rour.  Tlie  ubie-lalk, 
«U<li  is  a  (caiarc  of  LuLc,  tellrctt  the  Gioek  i]rnipotiuin.<!ialos<ies. 

I  E.  Rodenbmcli  KZNW.,  1903,  143 f.,  'Die  Kompoatiion  von  Lucas  l6*) 
ddetes  i6"uaKloMi  SoIIh<^A'>K,  1909^  ajo-SjS)  reH«r«*  the  original 
18 
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relationships;  i  j*"- 1 8' is  on  the  general  theme  uf  (he  parousta;* 
and  li"-**  would  follow  '*  better  than  iS*.  Thus  the  seciion  U 
neither  (so  Schoaischmidt,  ^A'.,  1909,  r«-i8)  a  fragment  0I 
some  inde|)endent  gospel,  which  covera  (though  with  more 
definileness  to  its  setting)  the  same  ground  as  Mt  i>"-i4"« 
Mk  3'-i3*^,  nor  an  independent  source  (P.  Kwald,  Rcnan, 
Burton),  not  (Wendt)  a  block  of  material  from  Q  w))i<:h  Ltilitf 
has  inserted  here  (as  in  6»-8»),  but  (cp.  Wright,  NT  ProbUmi. 
33-19)  a  collection  of  sayings  and  stories,  partly  drawn  firom 
special  traditions  of  the  Judean  ministry  of  Jesus,  pinly  from 
Q,  and  partly  even  from  Mark.  Luke,  who  elsewhere  shows 
a  knowledge  of  the  Judean  traditions,  was  loo  dependent  on 
the  Maican  outline  to  be  able  lo  And  any  chronological  pbce 
for  them ;  sinoc  he  had  no  independent  knowledge,  t^^  of 
the  Judean  ministry,  beyond  what  came  from  his  Palestinian 
(Jcrusalcmile  or  Bcthlchcmilc)  sources  here  as  in  i-j,  he  inserted 
them  and  the  rest  of  his  material  in  the  only  available  gap 
offered  by  the  Marcan  outline. 

(c)  In  the  p.Tssion-na native,  especially  at  and  aflcr  the  last 
supper,  Luke  sits  more  loose  than  ever  to  Mark  ;  t  but  even 
when  a  source  may  be  postulated,  it  docs  not  follow  that  it 
was  Q.  Lake  makes  much  less  of  the  cleansing  of  the  tnnpic 
(19*^^  than  Mark  or  even  Matthew;  it  does  not  excite  the 
authorities  lo  immediate  action,  and  their  inicifccL-ncc(io*'-)ls 
not  only  se[Mrated  from  it  by  a  vague  interval,  but  motived  by 
his  teaching  rather  than  his  actions.  This  is  another  of  the 
approximations  to  the  standpoint  of  the  Fourth  gospel,}  where 
the  cleansing  is  removed  entirely  from  the  last  days  at  Jeruulem. 
The  same  softening  of  the  revolutionary  traits  in  Jesus  re-appean 
in  the  remarkable  addition  of  ii"  to  the  synoptic  account  of 
Peter's  attack  on  the  ser^-anl  of  the  high  priest.     No  source  need 

ofdaihiwi  is>*i7i»«»-^i*'i-"«-  ii-i»- "-n  ifci-*  t8'*  t6»»- •■••  i8»-»«  with 
l6ii-Uuid  i?''*-*^**  uueilioni from  Matihcw.  Bui  even  lA"*'  bcompiiBlei 
itifM-  Ok  jo^  QQi  Qow  from  Ibc  preceding  ilory  |<pL  Colle  in  SK,,  I9M. 

6sa  (.) 

*Cooc«It«)  h«tc,  ai  in  ii**'  uid  1^,  'als  T>g  der  Radic  hi  dc*> 
chrillutfvmrllirhcn  Judcn '  (Wetihauien). 

fCp.  Uuikiii'i  TVoniMUJMif,  t)4  f.,  and  DCG.  i!.  pp.  750!. 

X  S«  •Iw  th«  Satuiic  iiisEeuioQ  of  Judu  (21*  o  jn  IJ**-).  These  and 
Mhn  'Johannino'phcnuniriw  of  Lultc  arc  «ith<r  dur  to  llwuKof  tli»  Uilei 
tn  ihc  Fouith  pnpcl  (tec  below),  or  ihe  result  of  a  comnon  lue  bj  bolb 
■ulhoit  of  an  indcpenikiil  toarce{M  ^mmtnnaDn,  .TA',  190},  }K-6o5l. 
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poxtutatcd  for  these  Luc&n  touches  any  more  than  for  the 
ftdditions  in  ai**  {talk  at  supper),  a^"-"  (on  way  to  Calvary), 
jj****  (dying  robber),  24^"-  (Bromaus  «ory,  etc);*  for  these 
Luke  only  requiied  some  oral  tradition  to  start  hira ;  the  Herod- 
iccne  (J3*"'*),t  Ultc  la'"-,  probably  came  from  a  source  or 
sources  connected  niih  Joanna  and  Chuia  (cp.  i'  3'-"  8*  9'-*, 
Ac  13'),  but  il  is  haurdous  to  connect  this  with  the  tradition  of 
be  virgin -birth. 

_  AceiMiocu  M*  specially  numraout  In  Ihc  doiinK  chtptct*.  Till  moU 
■otsfak  ue  Ihc  *  Pauline '  intcrpolalioru  of  12"^^  into  the  origiluJ  leil  ;  u 
(nserred  ia  D(cp.  //AT". 6j]f.  ;  Burkiii,  Et-anf.  Da-Aft/'i.  ii.  jooT.),  and 
ibc  ItctnduT  irrtrition  |  ol  11*-**  (mhich  in  loinc  MSS  oftht  Fcinr-crnup  i« 
flteed,  by  confornuuon,  adri  Mi  16**) :  13"*  (q>.  HarnBck,  SBBA.,  1901, 
nS  1 1  HfiT.  654  ;  R"ch.  Tl/.  %.  J.  Jli  f.)  i*.  lik«  Jn  7"-«».  piolNUy 
•  nga-Laau>  (nittncni  of  ipnuine  indiiion  which  hu  floated  In  to  thU  MCiion 
c(  the  SB*P*1>  althoogh  [hc[«  axt  almost  u  strong  >igumcnts  for  iti  qniJBioo 
fren  Ibe  origlDal,  aput  from  the  difficulty  of  irrinK  why  ntilhci  Ml.  nor  Mk. 
HC<iT«d  the  honout  uf  il*  addllion.  ^4'*,  buidei  being  Imliully  Mitpeet, 
conuun*  two  wonb  ptcutiu  10  Lk.  and  Jo.  [itf)  amiHig  the  s»pel-HTll«ri 
(Mm**  am]  ne^iCmt) ;  br«ak>  awkwudly  inlo  ihr  Aow  of  (he  tloiy  :  and, 
like  Jo  K^,  impliet  that  Peter  did  not  tteUevc  although  he  law  Ihe  emply 
lamb,  FutthetmoK,  Iht  emphaaii  on  Pttcr  alone  (cp.  14"  14")  contndicCi 
14'*.  The  in»ertii>n  of  the  paiwec  {condensed  (rum  Jn  »**")  it  probably 
lobe  attribvied  lo  tome  harmoniiiic  ediioi,  or  to  Ihe  Aiiitic  piabyieri,  at 
^^k  reply  10  the  natural  objection — why  did  not  lome  of  the  apoiiln  go  to  ihe 

^K  *  Tlie  Entnuns-tale,  which  does  not  Bt  in  well  with  M*'"  ■nd  14*'^t 
^^plghl  b«  takee  fiom  a  hpeclal  »Duie«  ;  »•  il  *Undi,  14**  (which  Men  ilolem) 
^^MaMMNtaUy  withtheaEiUUono(i4*'.  The  nuIerialiiineoriheieiuriKlian- 
^BUdes  w  S4'*'  <cp.  Deoney,  /itni  ohJ  ttt  Gei/t/,  m  I.)  il  quite  Lunn, 
^*b»w«Tet  (c|>.  the  tcatitm  of  ]"),  though  ihe  (talitm  b  no  mark  of  veracity 
(lluAiDAiiii.  Zlf?:,  I90»,  33»f.), 

tCp.  Vefrall[/7i".,  1909.  J»i-JSl)  "nd  Abbott  (Dtat.  3183). 
:  Blaia  ISX..  1896,  773  L)  and  Wellhaiurn  (uiiher  omit  ii^,  which  Zalin 
(/AT.  iii.  pp.  39f.)transfe[»ioaplaceaflci», "and  before*.".  TbeCKtefoi 
the  lar);rt  rMding  i*  beat  put  by  Julicher  (71.4.  IJjf.}  Mid  Salmon  IHumat 
Mitmtm:  in  Cufrii,  491  f.).  AccoidinE  to  H.  E.  D.  Blakiitoa  l/TS., 
■903-  M^JSSli  »'*^  i*  >  conflalion  ol  two  diitinct  tloriei  (Lsia"''^'', 
SEas*^*).  the  latter  eldstilie  in  two  rornis(I'aul,  Luke:  Mk.  Mt.).  "  Plul'i 
MCOSQI  i*  tb  oldcal  in  its  present  fonn  and  alio  the  umpluL  It  appean 
l»  b*  a  iligbllr  condensed  fomi  c4  S.mt  cjuoted  &om  Biemoiy ;  and  S  may 
have  been  in  hnl't  tilne  not  ■  docamenl  at  all  bul  an  oral  naiiatite  in- 
eocpwated  ia  aa  inchoate  litui^y."  Luke  nmflatei  L  and  S,  luinu  Mk. 
«Im>  had  already  alaotbed  a  fan  of  L.  Thla  ilieoi;  timplifin  the  problem 
b  one  direciian,  but  only  coinplicam  it  in  othcn  ;  11  faili,  t^.,  to  ciplain 
vhy  Lok«  oiKllcd  the  Mcond  mcnlion  of  the  bread. 
^m       I  Delcfided  ai  ortgiaal  by  Hamack  [SSBJ.,  1901,  >«■  H, 
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lomb  ind  MC  Km  thetnwlvci  t  m  to  a  Mote  thai  ¥.*■  loqulrad 
cpltodc.  The  tn-iciTu  fot  lis  luliBcqiicni  imcition  ate  upon  tJw  whoteiuoagei 
than  ihoM  urged  U^.  by  Blair,  At«iiBlii  Gitft.  )H5  f,  ;  E.  A.  Abbolt.  /3ur. 
i;9S-i8c4,  and  Mcrx)  for  the  likelihood  that  it  would  be  omUled.  Sinilu 
humoninic  Uuertioni  occur  in  i^^  "■  "  (■»!  itt^^pett  rlt  r.  *if.)  and 
"  iTfeamir.  atrit).  The  two  latter,  at  any  rale,  may  have  hclonfcd  to  (h< 
original  lexi,  however,  bcins  omiticd  by  a  lai«i  scribe  or  editor  who  wlsbcd 
to  bring  the  goipelt  more  inio  line  (cp,  Grlirc,  S/^,,  lS88,  ^4-534),  peiliaps 
by  the  authrx  of  I>,  who  alto  chi»n|[ed  the  Xtyorrtii  of  34"  Into  tjywrn,  to 
order  to  hnrniQni«<  it  with  Mk  16"*. 

Luke  is  thus  a  compiler  snd  redactor  of  previous  sources  or 
tiadUionii,  though  his  functions  are  larger  than  tlvose  of  the  cditon 
who  finally  pul  (og<;thcr  the  Hcxatcuch.  Allowance  must  be 
made  for  his  freedom  of  comjioitition,  fts  in  Acts,  but  the  priinar7 
Icature  of  his  woik  is  its  power  of  selection  and  collocation.  "  If 
the  evangelist  can  be  appropriatdy  described  as  •  painter, 
according  to  ancient  tradition,  on  account  of  the  pictorial  art 
displayed  in  some  of  his  narratives,  he  may  be  compared  with 
equal  propriety  to  a  gardener  on  account  of  his  arrangement  of 
the  iopa.  His  two  dijjressions  [i.€.  6'*-S*,  9"-i8'*]  are  beds  <4 
transplanted  flowers,  arranged  with  some  degree  of  skill,  and 
fragrant  in  their  beauty ;  but  as  no  observer  can  argue  from  tbc 
appearance  of  a  Bower  to  the  soil  in  which  at  first  it  grew,  to  ako 
the  desire  of  the  critic  to  find  for  the  logia  their  original  context 
appears  to  be  utterly  hopeless"  (Blair,  TA^  Aposloik  Gosftt^  \%i}. 
Yot  this  reason,  the  attempts  10  reconstruct  a  special  source^ 
running  all  through  the  gospel,  whether  Ebionitlc  {so,  14.,  Keiro,  L 
toi  f.,  and  Schmiedel,  EBi.  1855-1856)*  or  not,  are  less  success- 
ful than  the  hypothesis  that  Luke,  in  addition  to  Q  and  Mark, 
drew  upon  a  number  of  more  or  less  fragmentary  sources,  written 
and  oraL 

Typical  iheotte*  of  a  ipccial  jouree  are- 
fa)  Fcinc't  Ipp.  IJ-33)  i  hit  loarcc.  /ewiih  Chrittian  la  charaelei  (f.  a,Ix, 
67I.  cfnanaicB  Erom  iht  church  of  JeruMlem,  and  cmiatni  the  narralive*  ol 
I'-i"  (birth- uoiie*],  J*-"  ifcnealoiDrl,   4'**  (rrjKilon  at  Natareth),  5''" 
.1-10.  ii<».  n-n  gi-a  ^-o   t^-o  tj"'"-  "'"  u'"*  17"'"  If**'*-  *^  ft"* 


aa< 


ilUi.  wi^*.  MJiL  w-N.  a-m.  m4&  «-ti  a,l-«  «.!'■. 


I 
I 


,31*  ^i«  (J,  SiBiikily.  both  G.  H. 
Mullet  and  B.  Wciu  lind  a  third  laree  vturoe  behind  Luke'*  XfUffA  i  Ihf 
fonner'tS.  like  the  latict'*  L,  becint  with  thcbirih'>tori«i(l->)«&dooiicli*des 
with  the  pftaion,  daalh,  and  rsMmctSon.  B.  Wciis*  m<onitniclkni  (pfinicd 
in  Greek  in  hi*  Qti^lat  ^tr^ytufl.  OUrH^tr^-g,  pp-  97  f  1 1*  u  followt :— 
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^Hp«  ■■«  mm  i^f-  »«    II*'-*  ''*<    la^^  < 

^^  ,^*  i««.  ■■■«.  ML  aj"-»4",  In  (hi*  c«M,  u  in  th«  of  iht  eognal. 
uuljTK*.  Luke  mual  have  uuencd  high  EmpoiUnce  10  hit  tourcc,  tol  which 
be  icpcaiedly  Irain  cvm  Mirk.  But  Lhe  precinon  with  wMch  L  »  picked 
ow,  itti  KMitiiolt  ftwicncd  la  it  or  to  Q,  rarrie*  *«rr  link  conviction.  '  Thty 
MC  DM  cleulioi  who  tec  ill  ihingi  cl»r.'  The  linsuiitic  nnil  inwud  ciiicria 
fix  detctmiirinf  what  bclongi  ip«cialt]r  to  L  art  luo  sulijecliv«  in  the  Isrgf 
■Hforilipaf  ca*c*.  Ailmlbi  critjcicm  appUr*  w  forcibly  10  (.-I  J.  Wei  u' anal  pit 
(4 tbc goapel  iota  tbiT«  toaics  I  Q,  M  (Muk),  and  S  (Lukc'iipccial  louice). 


13'"    I 


,14  M         »4i         at-n        MM         ML    ul'll 

jjM    ll'U        >l-«l         tut         H-«  34!*^ 

Wi^hl.  tecocniung  more   liuljr   the  compuwle  and   heWroseneotu 

rof  Lakc'i  SmiUrxvl,  tjifimnt  it  tii<d)a  ^^ll1llnccollcc1io^of  panhlet, 

.  (cp.  hi*  Sytufiii,  pp.  241  f.),  {bi  anonymcius  fngmenii,  and  (i)  a  prtvuie 

I  includiiy  t'-a"  3*"  4"'-  f":     The  Iravel-MCliun  (9"'-)  he  rtfudl 

1  eoUcctlon  of  undated  material,  partly  derived  from  Qand  partly 

Thu  tiuwcn  bcilct  (□  the  facts  of  the  caie  thao  with  Uurton  to 

rany  <uc  of  Q  or  the  Uaith^esii  logia.  (inding  the  l.ncan  tnurcri  in  |a) 

■  1»-^,  (»>  a  KMallcd  Pertui '   document   (gU-iS"   19''"),   (<»  a  Galileui 

*  Vi^aHyar  LifUl »it  Gipfti.^if-)  taM^ftPMeunninifliyoTJetUOO 
MHable  ur«J  wvrcta  powtased  by  Luke. 
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lome  minor  *i>arc«(  or  iraidltlon*.     Thne  a(«  ttvtnl  placm  in  Luke  whir 
KKinbles  puuge  like  Herat),  v.  r   it.  nliiri  tnni  iir  ifir  r  ifiihiiii  iiiillil  ii^ 
■tc  blcndnj  iii!o  oni  nurativr,  which  hive  cume  Co  (he  H(tl«r,  "  peihapsudtf— 
fereni  limen,  mid  fiom  dllEcrciii  touicet,  >ml  he  hu  cnmhlncd  ihetn,  ■■  aniKl, 
wiih  iiichikiHai  ■Imosi  todtfy  detection"  (R.  W,  Macin,  //rmfaW,  li.  57 1). 

%  4.  S/y/e. — Special  lileniure :  Kicnkel  (Joitfkui  und  Ltiktu, 
pp.  44  f.),  W.  H.  Simcox  (WriUrt  0/  NT,  1890,  16-14), 
Norden  (Aniike  ICuHSlfirosa,  \\.  485-491),*  Vogel  {Xir  Ckarak- 
ttristik  dts  Lukas  naeh  Sf-ra(he  vnd  Sfi/*,  1899X  J-  H.  Ropes 
(Harvard  Sludia  in  CloituaJ  Philology,  1901,  idt.  399  fA 
Jtcquier  [INT.  ii.  430  f.). 

The  literary  finish  of  the  third  gospel  is  eridcnt  at  the  ou' 
in  the  careful  rhythm  of  the  prologue — 

ir(|»l  ruir  r(irXiipo#gpiri>/ru>  ir  i^iXr  rpoyiiArtir, 

Xfryoi', 
lioiir  idtwl  wtptttKon^firi  ini0tr  rinr  itfifl&t 
iiad<(qi  ■>«  7p<l|fw,  n^tit-n  Gti^iXt, 
tra  iwiyrvf  "pi  Ar  nsr^f'^i  ^^TW*  H)r  dv^dXnor. 

The  succeeding  words,  iyivtr^  iv  rait  ^^ifxiif  'HpijiSou  «tX.,  <ihow,t 
like  ihc  passage  which  they  introduce,  the  wruer's  t-cruiility, 
whether  he  is  composing  in  archftic  scmi-Btblical  style  or  leav- 
ing the  rough  translation  of  an  Aramaic  source  practically  uiv 
changed  for  ihe  sake  of  efTccL  Luke's  Hellenistic  style  aitd 
the  popular  Hebraistic  phnscologj-  which  characterises  many 
dialogues  of  the  gospel  resemble  Arrian's  prcsenration  of  (he 
colloquialisms  in  (he  sayings  of  Epicletus  ude  by  side  with  his 
own  more  polished  style  (cp.  Heinrici,  Litleraritekt  Charakkr 
d.  nfuicil.  Sthri/len,  46  f.).  I 

Luke, ime (o  the  Aitlciu-limdition.  prefer* d«4  rtiS  rtr  (ti"'<*)  voir' l^n 
(Mt  16*  *•)  lad  gtXir^  (iS")  to  ^1  |Mk  10".  Mt  if**),  avoid*  wte 
Ilka  Mpt^m  (iqf*-  "  cp.  Mt  as*-  "),  *yw««.«  (»j"  q).  Mt  tj*).  and 

*  The  diflerrnon  t>{  btatment  in  Luko'i  tin>  raluinn,  asd  the  gfetitef 
frtrdon  lucd  in  (he  firU  aa  compared  with  the  leu  unifonn  handUni;  ot  the 
Moroc*  in  Ihe  tecond,  do  ooi  justify  Norden's  (p.  4S3)  ple«  for  con&ung  a 
■urrey  of  Lobe'i  ttyle  to  the  third  cotpd. 

t  On  [he  Lucan  wt*  of  tyirrrt,  cp.  J.  H.  Moulton,  Grammar  »/  NT 
Gnat,  l  16  I. 

X  Four  wnarii   a/e  ooCcd   in   the  goapc),   5"  (rd  /mr  oStm  Ai  XoXai 


jSXaa^w'at),   j"   <U\'  .  .  .  /Xi)\i4s),   5**  (nX/ew 


dMC^vXa^}, 
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tit»*ifwt4ti  (19"'  "  ep.  Mt  15**'  *'),  ptinuei  lihc  i^la  until  labMuMlvrly 
U.f.  gWaMk  6»,  Mt  n",  aj"=Mk  15",  Ml  a;"),  mAm  tr,tn  {17'  ep. 
Nk  9«,  Ml  18*1  .nd  Mpdrf.w  (8"-  "cp.  Mk  s"-*.  Ml  9**»).  >ad  nlopi-, 
phfaic*  like  Ihc  diithlmiiie  Ari  (9"  cp.  Mk  9")  and  Ihe  >Ulicnt[iT«  *  Xtjiul 
■ai  XoumI  (ai"|.  Ai  Jriome  poinieil  out  to  Dunuui  (</.  19).  he  omitted 
HgP'tiheuffori'dof  Mk  11*,  Mt  St',  iu>cl  Jn  la",  «wkng  to  hit  Gmk  mum 
of  st)le  (('»/«■  nHHes  tU'tH^isiiu  gritti  lerm^ii  inidiiiisimHs).  ihc  Ictm 
Wing  one  o(  Ihc  furricTi  |ihrB>n  (^dpftafiai  fXudvo)  which  it  bchoi-cd  a  tT^"'' 
write*  to  omit  (cp.  Norden,  L  60-61,  ii.  481),  Thm  ii  teal  hi^mrmnce  in 
the  omiaion  of  letmi  h"ke  ratpimit  (ij**  cp.  Ml  5",  II'  rp.  Mk  ti"), 
uranA  <MC  ■biive),  t^pffii  (m"  cp.  Mk  i<*.  Ml  36**),  rrtyotfn  (»J**cp. 
Mk  IJ^,  Mt  37"|,t«o<l  f^rJti/XM  <ll**cp.  Ml  14"),  the  tutalilulluii  I  of  ^V' 
(ICi*'jlbr  («r«m|Mk  n'*,  Mt  at"),  of  Brpattia  (ll")  for  olorda  ( M L  14**), 
of  *^Y•  (19")  fo'  •!>  (Ml  JS'J),  ami  .if  /ri^aXiu'  rit  X"l»'  If"  *»")  *"' 
■panlr,  the  ioienion  of  good  ilyliitic  phiuct  like  iripxair  (33"  cp. 
Mk  IS*),  ra^iiunn  (Id"  tp^  Ml  11  "I,  and  participial  clauict  in  general  (t.ie. 
t9»  with  Mk  1 1',  33"  -^  "  Willi  Mk  M",  Ml  i6"i.  On  Ihc  cihrt  hand, 
ibe  lleUmutic  futiucs are  not  alwijn  in  due  proportion.  "  lie  Mmelimcs 
geta  DM  of  his  dcplh  wlien  itie  eiTorl  a  long  continued,  and  to  Irying  to  be 
clepDl  ecue*  to  be  eorrtcl '  (Slmcox,  p.  33).| 

The  unity  of  style  is  varied,  however,  by  «  characteristic 
freedom  of  cxpriission  and  ntngc  of  vocabulary  which  prevents 
any  stereotyped  uniformity.  Ltike  does  not  hesitate  to  vary  his 
langtttge  in  describing  the  same  inddeni  twice  (cp^  e^,  the  two 
accounts  tn  10  and  11),  and  he  shows  sound  literary  fcelii^  in 
variitions  Uke  iri  vpoirmirov  voin^f  t%  yigt  (Lk  31*°)  and  hrl 
roTTDt  rpoaiamv  r^t  yTt  (Ac  17^),  rou  ttuiiiX.  Mapxov  (Ac  I  j"), 
rir  twixXriOii'Ta  M.  (13**},  and  ton  nak.  M.  (ti*^)-  It  is  obvious 
that  in  the  analysis  of  the  text  into  source  and  editorial  revision, 
due  weight  must  be  allowed  to  this  element  of  freedom  in  Luke's 
method  of  comiKMilion,  10  "  his  fondness  for  repetition,  and  his 
tendency  to  vary  even  facts  of  some  importance  when  rehearsing 
a  stoT)'  for  the  second  time"  (Ropes,  t>fi.  at.  304).  But  this  con- 
sideration only  serves  as  a  caution  against  the  abuse,  not  as  a  veto 
against  the  exercise^  of  source  criticism  in  the  gospel  or  in  Acts-t) 

S  5.   CAaruMris/ia.  ~~  {Brace,  Kingdom  of  Ged^    pp.    1-37; 

*  For  th«  pnd  Cnck  of  Ihla  slliteralion.  Me  Lobecit'*  Paratip.  framm. 

t  Cp.  ibe  omuiion  of  Aut  Awt  Xa«id  «a^x^"'  ■■■  *f<  *"<'  °'  '■^^  doaUe 
neg>dmi9")iri  Mk  ii*. 

;  So /irliRib  dative  (at'cp.  Mk  13',  Ml  34'),  and  rit  [9^  IO*etc.>foT<tt. 

I  *^.  in  Ac  17*  33'»''*  and  «". 

I  It  l(  an  open  qucalion.f.f,.  how  (ai  the  Iwo  forDu['t'pou«aX4^Bnd'It^ 
fAiVM  reprctcnt  a  dilferenoe  ol  toutcet  ot  lileiary  tact  upon  Luke'i  p«rl  (cp> 
V.  Bartlct  In  ST.  Ma.  157-158),  and  how  hz  Luk«  uaed  them  indifFcicnIly. 
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Pluminer,  pp.  rii  f. ;  Abbott,  EBi.  1789  f . ;  Nkolardot,  Za 
Proeidh  de  Ridaction  da  IroU prtmitrs  Evangilisfes,  pp.  iij  i.\ 
Luke  belongs  to  Ibe  claia  of  historbns  wbo  are  "drawn 
tow&rds  the  dramatic  and  personal  elements  in  bislory,  primanly 
113  they  appear  in  the  lives  of  lamous  individual  men."*  The 
biographical  note,  so  prominent  in  Acts,  is  more  nurked  in  his 
gospel  than  in  any  of  the  others;  he  dramatises  situations, 
likes  to  put  a  soliloquy  into  a  panble,  throws  «  number  of  the 
logia  into  table-tjdk,  and  tries  often  to  create  a  suitable  mist  en 
j(hu  in  public  for  olhen  (e.g.  i5"-).t  He  is  fond  of  using 
questions  in  order  to  provide  good  connections  or  to  vivify  th« 
situation  (e.g.  j'*-"  6*"  jj"-  *••  *'),  and  this  feature  emerges  in  the 
more  historical  sections  as  well  as  in  the  graceful  stories  which 
come  from  his  own  pen.  This  literary  device  is  accompanied 
by  a  considerable  amount  of  idealisation,}  due  to  the  author's 
religious  prepossessions.  The  omissions,  insertions,  and  altera- 
tions in  the  gospel  are  sufficiently  well  marked  to  biitig  out 
several  of  his  predilections,  e.g.  his  sense  that  Gentile  readers 
would  not  be  specially  interested  in  the  criticism  of  the  Jewish  taw, 
his  ircnic  tendency  (as  in  Ac  15,  etc.)  to  'spare  the  twelve,'  his 
emphasis  on  the  Gentile  mission  as  essentially  part  of  the  gospel, 
his  heightening  of  tlie  authority  and  also  of  the  tenderness  of 
Jesus,  the  place  he  assigns  to  women  (cp.  Mamack,  SJiTT.  L 
■53  f-)'  bis  love  of  antitheses  between  different  types  of  char- 
acter, the  prominence  ^vea  to  prayer,  to  the  holy  Spirit^  and 
to  thanksgiving, II 

*  Bryce,  SliJfts  in  C«mltinp«rary  Bitgrafkji  (190^,  p.  I49. 

t  iDituicet  >ic  citcil  by  NkoIkkIoI,  tf.  til.  pp.  130  X.  ('  L>tic  dcnne,  am 
Inltoductloiu  qui  lul  toni  piojuct,  un  i^Iinnie  pijcls,  mail  &clloc,  qui  lym- 
bolue  dan*  un  cadre  ptmdo-hiiionquc  U  vcriij  pliu  luxe  d'une  tiluaiion  on 
d'un  ^I  de  choMi  pott^tieun'}.  The  tendency  is  carried  on  in  lh«  Knurifa 
(Mpel.  whcte  tlie  circumMantiaJ  d«taik  ate  (•cneratl)'  a  proof  of  tradition  io 
JU  laid  tiag«s  laihet  ihan  of  any  «<re.wiincss'*  icitimony. 

t  Cp.  Brace,  WUh  Of4m  Font  (1S96),  pp.  5a  (., '  Tht  IdoaliMd  Piclste  of 
Luk«.' 

I  On  the  ca*e  for  AMrw  rl  THil(u  mv  /#'  i)fid)  ai  the  oriciaaJ  Nading 
in  tr',  M«  RcMh,  TU.  v.  4.  jqS  f.,  x.  s.  aiS  f. ;  Btus,  B».  tx.  Lmemm,  pp. 
alll  L,  and  Ilamack,  SBBA.,  1904,  195  r. 

I  He  mighl  bare  taken  aa  the  molio  for  hii  gotpel,  Myi  KxnUrdol 
(pL  ia}l.  the  phraac,  irfeMdaaiT  ti  wrri'iit  /lav  irl  Ty  ffy  rv^vr^pl  |im 
(qi.  lUrtiack,  SAfT.  L  6j  I.).  But  Taul't  •rotdi,  wArrvrt  x*lfi"'.  '^■ 
\tlTTtn  vfia€t6]^a6t,  ir  vairl  tll}(apivTtiT«,  aic  as  erea  btllct  ■ammary  of 
Luks'a  niMi^e  tot  his  age. 
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It  h  a  literaiy  nihet  Umii  «  tcUeious  chanctciutic  which  emerge*  in  what 
been  t*rmet!  Luke'*  "Uw  of  pmimony"  (Stoit,  Dttr  dm  Zmtk  ier 
Gtukiiku  und  4tr  Britft  Jtkamnii,  17S6,  pp.  374  I.)  /.'.,  hU  method 
«r  abbRnadnc  m  hr  as  poaaible,  itutcrukl  which  already  lay  before  him  id 
aoeibcr  fann,  otof  omiiiing  what  hail  hten  nnr rated  by  cai tier  wiittt*,  when 
awch  oaanooi  did  not  icilousl]'  isieiferc  with  hi>  own  plan.  Thii  lendencjr 
jw—n »B  ualifia  iffwi  is  more  marked  io  the  gosprl  than  in  AcU,  howerer. 
A  cooapicnou*  faiuancc  Ei  the  thoiltninj:  of  the  Gcih«rminc-Kene  hy  lb* 
«nuaaiaQ  of  Mk  ■4"'-,  eT«n  although  ihii  alibtcviaiion  leoeni  (ep.  4")  hii 
(arovrite  emphuU  00  prayn  :  bat  an  CKaminalion  of  hia  comparative  avoid- 
•ncE  of  dupllcalei  and  hi*  fele<tlon*  from  ibc  lojjia  (cp.  Ketch'k  Fttuliititiiiui, 
575  f.,  MiiJ^MMniiM./VWi'A'i'^ifr,  iiL  83$  f.j.aOaidi  full  proof  of  the  law.* 

I  According  to  HilgenCeld  {ZWT.,  1901,  i-tt),  Theopbiliis 
needed  to  be  confirRied  in  the  basis  of  the  Paulini;  gospel,  and 
the  author  of  the  third  gospel  wrote  with  that  aim  in  new. 
This  motive  cannot  be  attributed  to  Luke.  One  of  the  most 
SMured  results  of  recent  rcscaich  t  is  that  he  was  not  a  PauUnist 
masquerading  as  a  historian.  He  substitutes  x^fn^  eg.,  in  6^ 
(cp.  Ht  5**),  but  neither  here  nor  elsewhere  in  the  Pauline 
sense  of  the  term.  There  are  numerous  echoes  of  Pauline 
phraseolcBylike4"-i  Co  a*.  6»«=.a  Co  i»,  8"-i  Co  i«  8"- 

ti  Th  i',  io«=i  Co  ro",  low-i  Th  4«,  ii»  =  Ga1  6»^  i2«  = 
■  Co  4*,  ao^—Ro  14',  and  »i**  =  Ro  11**;  but  in  some  of 
these  and  other  cases  Paul  has  genuine  logia  in  mind,  and  there 
is  no  distinct  'PauUnism'  audible  in  the  gospel  any  more  than 
in  its  sequel.  'Luke  made  no  alieinpt  to  introduce  a  propa- 
ganda of  Paulinism  into  the  sacred  history'  (Julicher).  The 
gnciousncts  and  universal  i.sm  of  the  gonpel  are  due  to  Jesus 
ultimately,  rwi  to  the  apostle.  Luke  reflects,  partly  through  his- 
sources,  several  tendencies  of  the  apostolic  age,  but  these  do 
not  include  Paulinism  in  the  technical  sense  of  tlie  term. 

5  6.  /«  7>aJifuM. — The  patristic  tradition  that  Marcioo 
abbreviated  and  altered  our  canonical  third  gospel,  may  be  ac- 
cepted  as  conect  A  critical  investigation  of  the  data  shows  that 
Lake's  gospel,  as  wc  have  it,  must  have  represented  substantially 

*  Rueix  ISIT.,  1896,  94'tot,  '  Die  LaVatKhridcn  und  d«  Raumrwang 
dcsuitiken  Bnchweiena')  um  the  reilricled  liie  of  papymt-rullii  lo  aoconnt 
far  Lake'i  nai.-alivc,  «^.,  in  I4. 

t "  L'auieui  .  .  .  ne  i^ml^ioae  pu  k  l«  th^lo^c  puticolihc  de  «int 
Paul, tt Ton  diaail  prenque qu'JI  I'ignore  .  ,  .  enotit»inpwa:iKe»lr^scar*ctb> 
Jtf'mBft,  d  n^l>e«  It*  •dilittont  pautlnirnne*  de  Mare  poar  «'en  lenlr  atia 
^™4f  primitive  "  (Loiif,  L  p.  t7j) :  hi  Wellhausen  (on  7*'"!,  Schniicdel 
ISMi.  1840-1X41],  and  B.  Weiia  (CawZ/M  4l.  lyntft.  VtttriitftniMi,  aji). 
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the  document  which  was  in  his  hands  (cp.  Sandajr,  Gotpth  m 
St»ni  Century,  204  f.,  361  f. ;  Zahn,  GK.  i.  585  f.,  li.  409  f.).* 
Within  less  or  little  more  than  half  a  century  after  the  book 
vras  written,  it  was  used  by  Mtircion  not  only  as  Lucan,  but  as 
a  collection  of  evangelic  materiaU  whicli  could  be  re-shaped  for 
his  own  purposes.  The  references  in  Justin  Martyr  probably 
imply  not  only  the  existence  of  Matthew  and  l.uke,  hut  of  some 
fuuon  of  them  in  a  gospel  harmony  upon  which,  rather  than 
upon  these  gospels  directly,  Justin  seems  to  have  drawn.  The 
third  chief  witness  to  the  existence  and  estimate  of  the  third 
gospel  in  the  second  century  is  the  Muratorian  Canon,  whose 
text,  though  corrupt  to  the  rerge  of  obscurity,  echoes  the 
tradition  of  the  Lucan  authorship. 

Trriium  ttan^Hi  lUrum  stiundum  iM-ttm  Lmm  itlt  mttiitMt,  f*tl 
aiaiuimt  Ciritli  turn  ttim  Pau.'m  fvnit'  iJinerii  (iin)  iceiiim  ttnim  aibtmf- 
tiiiti,  lumiHt  lit*  41  vfiuiime  {u.  Paulf)  ttHitriftii.  The  text  U  badly 
ptcKivcd.  Ul  iurii  mint  befmmdcd  cither  u  above  iao,4.f.,  Buni«n,  Hott, 
Schwaitilt  nr  into  lilltri)  ( liueciiclei,  LletimannJ.  The  following  wonli 
ttmdifsitm  stniH'tit  ate  piobably  a  cortuplion  of  the  oricinal  (ihi)  udum 
Utwm  {to,  4.f.,  Buntcn,  Hoit) ;  ifttatJum,  ai  any  nic,  unlnt  it  be  d«e  \o 
dillo^phy,  wai  originally  leemrt  (Routh,  Schmid,  VVotCMt,  Lletfarona, 
etc).  The  difficiih  woidi  41  tft'tiffmi  repmenl  not  i(  Ai«it  (Rontch, 
WottcotI,  Ltrlimaiin,  etc),  bui  rithet  ixarJiat  <Kouili,  L«lpoldi,  elc.)or  ai 
above  (w,  Schwaru  =  OatfXou  yimiin,  a  counlerpvt  to  itmim  $ttt,  jiut  u 
nftgiiminUiha  eimtii  lower  down  u  to  /»Aarai4t  m»  mmmmm)  niber  than 
«x  {4iiaiimm)  tfinimt4  (Corucii). 


I 


ACTS. 

LmRATUSi, — (ii)  cdiliolu  (modern): — S.  J.  Lorlntu  (1605)  ;  Oaipwd 
'Suicha  (1616} ;  Grotiui  {1644) ;  L.  Fromond  (Lou vain.  1654)  1  G.  Tlrninn 
1>756)i  Kcaree  (London,  1777);  J.  M.  [j:ibtt«ln  (unrmibhMl,  Stnuabofs. 
179s) :  S.  F.  N.  Morui  (Vmia  or  vipticalta  A.  A.,  ed.  G.  J.  Dlndorf. 
1794);  Thins,  Litat'  AfgtttiUAu  lum  Ub4TtttU  mil  Anm4rtimtm 
(itoo):  Kitienmaket  {Gtitk.  d.  Af.  mil  AamtrDutgin,  tSat);  KubMiel 
(CMUMrMorin/  in  tibros  HT  kitloriefi,  j*.',  18)7) ;  Biicoc  (Oifoid.  1819) ; 
Hafliiigs  RobinwQ  (London,  iSjo]i  Olihaosea  (l8ja)i  Meyer  (183$); 
\V.  Trollope  (CamtaidEe,  1S47);  W.  G.  Hamplirar  (tS47)i  d*  WMte' 
(1848):  BontemanD  (l&|S);  Beelen  (1851,  SMond  od.  1869);  C  M.  Dn 
Veil  (ed.  F.  A.  On,  Londos,  1851);  H.  a  Hackctt*  (i8s8)i  Ebmd 

*  Co  the  Lucan  venloo  tad  Marclon's  aceouat  of  4"^,  cp.  Hilfmield 
{ZtfT..  190J.  U7-M4). 

t  Cp.  Ac  9*  t9'  »4". 

:  The  maiD  iixlKnlh-«uiUury  oonlrlbutiont  w«t  nad«  by  Calvla, 
Etamui(isi6,  Batle),  Vatable (Puis,  1545),  *nd  Gagiueui  (£rWi'«,  Paris 


ACTS 

1):J.  A.  Akuodn*  (lS67)lF.  X.  Palrin  (1S67) ;  A1fbnl«(|1K3)i 
ll«TetMl«To.Ene.  II.  i88j);  P.  J.  CiMBtiSyo);  Ovtrbeck  (— de  Weite* 
1I70);  Bmlen  (1870)1  Biiptns*  (t870;  Ew«U  (1S71);  AbW  Cnmpon 
(Puii,  1871)1  W.  Oenian(i874)i  Reun  (1876)1  Cook  (tSSo);  H.  Conrtd 
(l<OI*dani,  lS8a)i  NOsgeo  (Lcipiie.  tSSi) :  Crclicr  (Pkrii,  iSSj):  T.  E. 
n«a  {Loodon,  1886):  Wordtworth*  (1SS7);  Fclien  (FiciUr);.  4891)1 
G.  T.  Sudiet  {EMpnilin'i  Bi&lt,  1893) :  Zocklcr*  (1S94) :  Lumby  [CCr. 
1894)1  Blus,  'f'Vd  vf/M/.  nW  tMtn  nf  TknptilHm  tiUr  ahtr  («<liiia 
philoto^ca,  1895):  F.  kendjLll(lS97)i  Cou>rd(iS!i7}:  A.  Wrisht  (l^ndon. 
1897);  Bifde  11898);  Weodt  (—Meyer*.  1899)' ;  Schroedra' (Uuuinnr, 
1899I:  Hilccnield  (Berlin,  1899)*;  Knubrnbaun  (P*rii,  1899):  Knowljng 
{EGT.  1901):  H.  J.  HolUm«nn»  (//C.  1901)*:  J.  F.  HUckethriD 
(Paderboro.  1901)1  SdiUliet  (1901);  F.  C  Cculenuini  [C^mmeiffoHin, 
I90J)I  J-  M.  S.  B«Ijon  ((90J):  V.  B»rtl«  (CB.  n.  d,)i  V.  Kom  (P.ris 
1905);  J.  E.  BelKt  (190s) :  B.  Wtin'  (1907)!  "■  P-  Fwbw  (New  York. 
1907);  R.  Koop((&Vr»,  1907);  il.  T.  Andrewi[W«stmiititetNT,  r9aS); 
G.  II.  Caberl (New  York,  190S);  R.  B.  RK]ch».m' (IVC.  1909)*. 

(#)  Studio— (I.)  K«nenil :— J.  Lightrooi'i  Mth'mami  Tal/mnUi^  Sxrnila- 
Dhmi  m  /A«  ^i^f  y  ikt  ApailUi  (1678) :  GHesbach,  Dt  Camitia  fm  KripUr 
im  Aetit  amiimaniii durtut fiurit  (Jena.  I798);  H.  Roblnton,  Atia  Af»tl. 
Kn'Mnwl«AWr''(CAinlirldee,  iSjj);  (^Uof tt,  Dit UiUgt Satt<,\%fiW'  ^jf. 
ii.  1441 ;  Schneckenburgei.  U^diHZnrteid.  AfgtuliKkitii%^i)  \  B.  Bum, 
dit  AfgriiX!iMn{\iio);  Pnnon.  l^iwa  im  ^•-/f(i8si)i  "■  Bkumsarten, 
dw  AfptiXi'^!*,  *dir  i.  EMviuktlunginaiu;  d*r  Kinlu  evm  Jtrtu.  Hi  An  * 
(1859,  Edc-  tr.  1854  of  fini  ed.);  Zeller,'  dit  ApuisckklUt  natJk  ihrtm 
ImJUU  m,  Vrifnmg  trititih  imlTfahi  (1854)*  ;  Trip,  FatUmi  tiaik  J. 
AfttmMtlM  (t866);  Oettd,  Paului  im  d.  AfpithiiMt  (Itilte.  i86St 
Mi/a  Am  AvAjw  (ed.  Biiki,  1S70) ;  Zimmer.  (Ulai*rMif  u.  dit 
AfgiMlMm  (i8Si)i  H.  J.  Holunwnn  (Schenkel'*  BL.  i.  308f.)i  Jiget-* 
ri^w^  ■.  BtmfrhmtwM  (1891  f.) ;  J.  B.  LiEhtfoot  (Smllh'*  />J9.  i.  15 1.)  | 
Revl,  t/TTh.  ii.  196-310 1  Cone.  7^  At/i'/  and  ilt  Barlial  /lUerfrtla. 
*•■»  ('893).  PP-  'J*-'So;  PBt'dctOT,  rrr.  i.  4C9f'  (Eng.  tt.  ii.  191 1); 
UeGWnt  {AA.  MSf.,  43}f-)*i  BelKt-i  BiUr^  tat  SrUanmg  4. 
A/tmkiikit  {\iVi):  A.  C  Ileodlaia  (i?^.  i.  15-^5);  J.  WdM,  M<r  « 
AttkJU  mMddm  lirltr.  CkarakUrd.  Afxiiihiiklf{ii^J)\  V.  VanleHBiUi- 
nt  tftrld.  lii.  pp,  »6of.)j  P.  W.  Schmledcl  {E8I.  37-S7)*i  G-  Semeri*, 
I'tHlitin^iu  anni  di  ittria  dtl  Criitianisnt  iMnaiU  {Vjoiat,  I^W);  Bum- 
n»d  {/iiiJua/ iVtrld.  1901.  3SSf.):  Koam(////r.  4iif.,6ssf.):  F-  "■ 
Cfcaw  (TAf  CrtdMtity  tf  Ara,  1901):  Cauel,  J#.  S6S-7S>:  Cocluy 
(VlfOfOOt'  DB.  L  151-159);  R.  J.  Koowliait,  TtiH—m/  ^  SI.  Paul  la 
Ciriil  (1905),   t4Sr.,  431  f.  :  C  Clemen,  di»  AfgntkUhli  im   Litku  dtr 

> lalqudUn  imd  hiiior.-Ml.  FtntittmtH  (1905);  W.  Htdom.dii 

Afgmhkhl*  taid  ikr  gv<hiihil.  fVirl{i<^):  A.  HilgeiJdd  (rJfj:,  1906. 
46l-4S}i  1907.  176-115).  uid  J.  E.  Bclier,  (/>>^/jir(f4/M/<Il908).  <i>.)Oa 
fp«(3*l  poiM*  i — Bmtoa,  CArm.  cf  AtU  and  S,  F^ittt  Eff.  {OttoiA,  1830)  | 


>  Oftffaeck**  iMioductl'in  to  Aclt  and  ibt*  emy  of  Zcllor  occupy  pp. 
t-84  mmI  p^  8$  (.  of  the  l^ne-  u.  (London,  1875),  cntlUed,  CtninUi  an^ 
Oriprntflka  AtU  ifU*  AfaUlu  (ciled  ii  Zellcr-Orerbcck). 
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R.  Ans«r,  di  Umfortim  in  Ailii  Af.  rvlhmt  (i8]]) ;  Klotfi 
PmhltiHi  im  AfeUtlitirr  (l88j):  M.  W,  Jacobin,  A  PrMtm  in  CrMtum 
(1900),  105  r.  :  W.  SolUu,  '  Inwicweit  Itknn  A.  ApgcKhichle  all  hUtoriKhl 
Quelle  gellen'  (Beitnigt  1.  oZ/fx  GiuHitkU,  t.  117-113)1  S.  Grandjei% 
'^ud«  tui  la  valcur  hUio(l<iuc  du  Livie  dci  Aeta' {Liitrlf  Cir/tifimt,  1906^ 
24^-360).  t>ii-)  O"  lelieioiu  ideal :—].  Weiu,  J)CC.  U  15-18;  Shailcr 
Hathewi,  Mitihtnu  Nff*mNT(\<)ah).  137  \.  t  Muneenot,  'J^sui,  Mnsect 
F11*(I«  Oieu,  d'api^  lu  Acta  dei  A^\tr*' {Kniit  di  t luiiiiul laiKfli^u* 
de /"aru,  r907,  3^5-43]),  >nd  V.  Ennoni,  *La  Cruloloci*  <He'<  Aiii  dcglt 
Apoatoli '  ifUviila  AUt  Stittiv  tralag.,  190S,  369-38]).  (ir.)  On  the 
tuutccf : — Konijpnuuin,  Frtluiio  dt  /tnliiui  ttmmttUluimfim  uurvnm  ftu 
Ltua  namm  pnrfiruHl,  dtqitt  rarum  (etnilie  tt  tttoU  (1798):  /.  K.  Richn, 
diutrtttit tritit9^MMlocic«  dt  frntitm  Ad.  Af.  ((8ii)i  Schnnbeck,  V*t*r- 
dit  QHttlm  d.  AfftsMiJU*  (1847) ;  H01M,  F.itai  nrr  la  tturett  dt  M 
ditaUmt  fartit  dii  Aeln  dti  afiStrti  ( 1B49)  I  Lekebuich,  di4  Ctvfosititm  N. 
Snlitthaag  der  Aftrieiiii/t  iwa  Mnwia  unltrimkt  (1S54);  JicobMa,  di§ 
Quel/tn  d.  Afgisikiihti  (Berlin,  iSSj) ;  nn  Manen,  l\iHlm  1  =  dt 
iimdiliii£tH  dtr  Aposlilm  (Laden.  1890)1  SoioF,  dU  EnttUXumg  4. 
Affutkuhit  1 1 S90) ;  Fcine,  Emt  verkaiintiulu  (Mtrlit/tniHg  dtt  IaUi^i  I'm 
Evgtm  und  AfgnthiilUt  (1891)  *  ;  Spitu,  dit  AfsfuKiikli,  iKrt  QiuUem  mW 
dtrtn  Cisihiihilifhfr  Wtrt  (i89l)*l  J.  Weus  [SK..  1893.  480-5*0); 
JUogil,  dU  QiuJttn  dtr  Af^ukisku  (1895};  ZlmmerniBn  {SK.,  190), 
438r.);  Mallinckiodl,  'Ilcl  wtj-bericli(  in  dc  IlandelinKcn,  in  vcibaad  met 
die  Huidelingen,  en  hel  evanf^lie  ran  Lucai  betchouwd'  {Gtlttftn  Vrijktid, 
xay.  5):  Suliau  \PAt.,  1903.  165 f.,  *96f.) ;  Hainack  (AV7'.  iil.  i6af.)>; 
J.  Wcllhaiuen'i  AWmi  ivr  Aps'Sikitkit  (in  '  Nochrichtcc  Ton  del  kontglicbca 
Gocllscliaft  der  VViuiiiictnflcn  la  Gbltinccn.  FhilutogiKh-HiMafudie 
KUue,  1907,  tlcTl  1.  pp.  1-21).  and  E.  Schwarti,  Zur  Clir»M»l*gU  da 
Paultu  (ibiJ.  pp.  363-199)  I  B.  W.  Baron  {AJT.  xiii.  59-76,  miew  of 
Hamack,  etc.).  P.  W.  Schiniik  {Dit  Afgiukiiku  Ui  dt  tt'ettt-Oetritti  md 
tti  AdMf  Hatiatk,  1910).  (v.)  the  ipecchei :— Klhler  (Pcirlne  Sjimheiv 
SIC.,  1873,  493 1)  1  Beihgc  (Dit  PattUniiekt  KtsUn  dtr  Afgiukii^u,  iSS;}; 
Cmd  \.SR.  618-637);  E.  Cufiiut.  ■  Fkuluiin  Athen'  (5^^^..  189^  fi%%., 
cpL  Bip.''  iv.  4}6-455)*:  Schulie  (J^A*.,  1900,  119-124  c«  »■*-»);  Bal>(« 
{TTml.  Sliditn,  1900,  179 r.)  I  W.  Sallau,  'IMc  Heikuoft  da  Redcn  in  dec 
Apgetchichtc'  (ZNW.,  1903,  )28-iS4) ;  P.  Gatdnct  (Camiriigt  BiHicX 
Mtiajn,  1909,  378-419)*:  H.  Jonet(.Sr.  Paul  lk4  Oraltr,  1910). 

%  I.  Oulliiu  arut  /vntei/i.—Thh  sequel  [o  the  third  gospel  is 
an  account  of  some  deeds  of  lAe  holy  Spirit  (i*-  *•  •)  of  Jesus 
Christ,  performed  through  some  of  th«  a|>os(lcs,  notabljr  Peter 
and  Paul.  The  scope  and  aim  of  the  book  is  the  triumphant 
extension  of  the  Christian  faith  from  Jerusalem  to  Rome, 
through  Juda»  and  Samaria  (i*).  The  first  part  (I'-fi') 
describes  the  origin  of  the  church  at  Jerusalem,  the  second 
(6*~i^)  its  dilTusion  throughout  Palestine,  including  Samaria, 
the  third  (9*'-i>**)  Ju  expansion  from  Judea  to  Antioch,  th« 
fourth  its  spread  ihioughout  Asia  Minor  {ii**-iti*),  the  liftb  its 
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to  Europe  or  Macedonia  and  AchaJa  (i6*-i9'*), 
CDlrainaling  in  the  arrival  of  Puul  as  the  representative  of  the 
Gentile  Christian  gospel  at  Rome  {  =  fA^  uttermost  parti  «/  tht 
tartA,  !•,  q).  Ps.  Sol  8'*).  Each  section  is  cummAiiMd  (6^  9" 
11"  16*  i^*  and  »8")  by  a  rubiic  of  progress. 

Tbe  increased  prominence  of  the  Spirit  in  the  third  gospel  is 
evident  in  (he  Aevr<p<iv  Xoyot,  where  the  holy  Spirit  is  treated 
as  the  inspiring  force  of  the  early  church's  energies  (cp-  especi- 
ally characteristic  passages  like  »"•  s*-  *"  7**  8'*'- »  lo"'*  1 1'*- " 
13'  15"  16'''  ig"-  ro*"  ji").  This  serves  to  explain  how  Luke 
could  follow  up  a  gospel,  narrating  the  sayings  and  doings  of 
Jesus,  with  an  account  of  apostolic  activity  in  the  early  church, 
whether  the  preface  of  Luke  i'**  is  meant  to  cover  the  sequel  or 
noL  Neither  Acts  nor  the  third  gospel,  at  any  rate,  were  written 
for  non-Christian  readers  {as,  e.g.,  Ovcrbeck,  J.  Weiss,  Nestle, 
Zahn,  and  von  Sodeo  argue).  Theophitus  was  some  dislitiguished 
convert,  perhaps  ■  Ronutn  official  like  Scrgius  PauluSi  who 
needed  fuller  Instruction  in  the  historic  basis  of  the  faith  (cp. 
DCG.  u.  716-737).  Behind  him  Luke  probably  saw  many  like- 
mixMJed  inquirers,  and  he  wrote  this  i*vr*f>o%  A«yi>t  in  order  to 
follow  up  the  impression  made  by  tbe  irputfoi  Aoyot.  The 
geographical  plan  adopted  in  the  latter  (Galilee,  Samaria,  etc, 
JeniEolem)  is  retained  in  the  former  (Jerusalem,  Samaria,  etc., 
Rome) ;  but  mote  important  is  the  conception  that  the  work  of 
the  cburdi  is  a  continuation  of  Christ's  energy.  The  Lucan 
writings  in  this,  as  in  several  other  respects  (see  below),  reRcct 
the  Christian  consciousness  of  the  Fourth  gospel,  in  whidi  the 
uttennces  and  actions  of  the  church  are  regarded  as  the  direct 
ontoone  of  the  living  Lord  (cp.  Esf.^  iv.  1^7  f.). 

IIp<C»t  (rSr)  I'wtrrUKu*,  though  not  (he  aulhof'*  liilc,  murt  b*vt  been 
pr«£xcd  toihc  book  during  the  second  CFDiuiy.  Foi  purprfinoToinvcnlcncc  It 
Ix  uiully  quoltd  liy  «uly  wiiu-is  liniply  tia  wpHv^  {ast-t,  suius^.  The  vannni 
cjM((t  (Nettle,  f  «■/.  240)  u  generally  no  moic  than  a  fj>ini[l*i  ibljrcvialHin 
of  tbe  striftie  fJtma,  but  Hila/y  of  Pmlicn  netxat  to  have  taken  il  41  ■ 
pnaiDt  ungulw  [ep.  J.  l>cnk  in  ZMIV.,  1906,  91-95). 

It  has  been  thought  that  Luke  wrote,  or  intended  to  write,  a 
third  volume,  describing  Piiul's  release,  subsequent  travels,  and 
death,  or  the  foitunes  of  Peter  and  the  rest  of  the  apostles.  So, 
t^.,  Blcck,  Spitu,  E.  Bcrtrand  {sur  raurheHridii  da  ipUrts 
Pastorales,  1858,  5of.,  who  feels  ihat  "les  Actes  se  terminent 
avec  une  brusqueric  presquc  brutale"),  Ramsay,  Zahn,  BaJnier, 
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«nd  Burkici.  The  aipimenli  lot  this  theoT)',  howerer,  are  not 
sufficicnl  lo  bear  iu  weight.  («)  nportpw  would  have  been, 
strictly  sprnkiitg,  more  accuraic  than  rpC>nr  in  i',  if  Luke  had 
neani  die  Ant  or  two  volumes  -,  but  vpSnot  can  quite  well  denote 
'one  of  two,'  and,  as  Luke  never  uses  itpiTipot,  the  likelihood  a 
that  rpiuTot  n  tU  etiuivatent  hece  ax  in  7*^.  (i)  Tlie  argument 
from  internal  evidence,  vi^,  that  the  contents  and  climax  point 
to  Luke's  purpose  of  c3rT>-ing  forward  the  lines  of  ChmtJui 
piogteu  which  he  had  dropped  in  his  second  volume,  depends 
on  d  fn'ffn  theories  of  the  historian's  aim  (cp.  McGiffcrt,  AA, 
4i8g. 

§  a.  Soura-aiticism. — Spedal  literature :  in  addition  to  works 
cited  above  (p.  184),  see  surveys  by  B.  Weiss  {Etnl.  g  50),  Zeller- 
Ch-eibcck  (i.  31  f.,  ii.  191  i.),  Hciimiillcr  (7'^.,  1899,  47-59,  83- 
95,  ii;-i4o},  Zockler  {Grei/swalder  StuJitH,  1895,  pp.  ia9f.)i 
Rote  [XB.  vii.  335-343),  MofTatt  {//AT.  655  f,),  Biudau  (SZ., 
1^07,  166-189,  158-181),  and  Clemen  {Paulus,  \.  pp.  itii  f.), 

Tb«  pieiumpiion  th&c  in  his  tttftp«t  iA^t,  u  ia  it*  predecexKir  (Lh  t^ 

Lukf  employed  not  only  oral  iretlilioiu  Iral  wrilUn  MurcM,  I*  lionw  ool  bf 

•n  riuninftlltin  al  llic  gap>.  dltcicpancie),  roughnmcs,  uid  repditloiu  wtilch 

ttud  th«  ptga  o(Acti(cp.  the  list  in  Hkmack'i  BNT.  m.  aojf.,  *aA  EBi. 

39f.l,    Thrw  tender  it  u  bkoly  m  in  the  mk  of  Jobn't  ■pocsln'tc  thai  Ibe 

(■filer  wctloRi  of  I^e  book  Bt  Icul  conlain  itmu  of  diflerenl  pcriodi  uhJ 

■imi.     The  hypolhesii  of  (i. )  a  aingte  vrriUrn  source  ii  pi«cnl(d  in  Tation* 

form*.     Brifs^fAVtu  Uglu  tm  lAt  Lt/*  ef  Jitm.  pp.  I3sf.)aiid  liiauMrM 

AfttI-  Iv  (.,  I'Mtlegy  a/Geiftli,  pp.  141  f.  ),<./.,  UndiaJetauUeni-Kivroedue 

to  |oho  Muk,*  who  wrale  in  contioualion  «f  his  gospel  (which  oiigmally 

ended  at  16*),  a  lecjuel  deMrtbing  («)  the  appearances  oj  Jew*  afiei  hit  d«>th. 

Kid  (t)tlwaciior  the  local  diacl pies.     Luke,  who  had  inooipeinted  Mk.  ui 

bit  {ospel,  ii  luppoud  10  have  tnailc  a  similai  ute  of  this  fequel  in  his  Mcond 

Mtlurae.     Kcine  ptcf«ra  (o  (niM  his  pie-canonlol  source  of  the  ikttd  goqwl 

throt^h  Ac  i~ii,  {.t.  a  Jcwiih  Christian  document  of  considerable  blstoftc 

value,  writteo  ■*■  A.D.  67,  dncribing  the  [rowih  of  the  Jenu>l«n-chDtth  |i*^ 
•.  t-n.  la-iT.  »-M   ji-4K.  u-u.  im  (U-m  3i-*^  u.a   .*.  n-t^  v.  (nt,  n,  <■».  m4>.  k 

ttm   rl-tl.  u-ii.  •>«.  n-M   ^  a-ll.  M   7*-'*^  **■*•  *■-**'  "^   8'^''  **■  "''*  9"'* 

„l-».  >»«,  ■-».  •«   ,,»-ii.  ■»■   iji-at),     B.   WtiM  delects  editorial  addi- 


^»4.  a  I.  u-iii  i»-n  flB.  (1).  u.  *Mi 
,|.ii 


loi 

lion,  in  i'-»-  "^  a»«  3«*  •->• 

it-A  Mk  »M  a  It.  M   (U'la  UK    ^laat  p*.%    t<f'   tV"   it"""  15' 

*"*:  simOatlj  Clemeo,  atandoninc   hit  farmer  ttry  comptiraled  aDalysi). 

aow  finds  a  ticislc  touree  in  i-tl,  wlih  ediiotial  addiliont.     <ii.]  Thedaal- 


I* 


*C^.  WeUt,  Marrtu-evglm.  p.  $■■.  SchJUfe  [dit  forimtuhi  Slrifmumr 
in  dtr  !fT  Ut.,  1893,  pp.  SJf.,  lijf.}  U  alio  an  exponent  of  this  view. 
Ewaldi  theory  of  a  Pctrina  and  a  Pauline  touK«  «i«iLappieg  in  l-ia  it 
rectaied  by  Badhan  \BT.  tL  187  C). 


J 


fOQTOt  fcjpothidl  b  Rptctenled  by  Sonif,  Spit'i,  anil  JUngit.  Van  M*ncn 
•od  llJIgetrfeld  cmbUiw  il  with  a  Ibnn  m  *h*:  li  »u)>«i«iitiklly  (lii.)  ihc 
irlpl«-«oiirc«  Ihcory  adrocaltd  by  Scbwinbcck.  Hamuk  {SAT.  iii.  i6if.) 
•liBfilj  dctccu  •  JcniMleni-ADiiwh  toutce  In  6'''  1 1'**°  ia"-is"  tlNuwd  on 
Ibc  •afcotily  of  SUm),  which  probably,  but  only  probably,  wu  aiiiien;  alw 
>  JWI1m]«m  Ckwrun  MOtM  (or  group  of  trad iiii'nt)  in  3''}"li^*;^i|i' 
11^*;  9''**canie«  from  m  lepanite  pbi  of  Ifddltlnn.  (It)  i  +  j'^^ux]  (A) 
ji_jN  IK  do«lil«  RcennoiM  of  Ihc  nm«  iioty  which  (ollcnvi  up  the  incidenu 
of  I  i  lA)  i*  Dudiily  dnfrcd  (tom  nicn  bke  fhUip  mod  Maik,  and  ii  much 
wperiot  U>  ibe  oooliued  and  imiehaUc  (D),  whkh  "comtjlncs  ihingi  thit 


<A) 

<« 

U  !*••«,  aKtMbntfitHt 

t->4>  •mouon  St  Jaaa;  >l^  ■)■ 

i*-t7*i   lo  j^'i  cboiaa   of 

L 

■-!.• 

UMIblH 

IL 

i^*.l*-4.»-'" 

J^ 

i«-«ntP»wrtmda 

«>'«h4»-«T                             ,    . 

*3 

•b«lc 

liL* 

1.  y-i-r-w" 

tf. 

V. 

i-if   (AfWnlu   luid   SipphinX 

•i 

•• 

•a. 

N  S)i  A  slMa 

^.*- 

>iU. 

1*  t  .  .  "Jf^X  ».  tT*  (Phlll|>- 
r- j\  6-11 »  oannnion  ot   Pftui  ^ 

U. 

<•,(!• 

lb 

■9-«(,  dnmh  t/  Anilodk :  tr-tl^ 

XL 

•»■ 

■1 

kiL 

■-94.  dc«cb  of  Jkmtv  *t^ 

l-fc    IJ*-*!,    FluIV    lIltMhl    *), 

>liL 

»"■■.  *•.♦**-«.  i* 

•■ 

■If. 

1.  •-»o 

M~1]'  tke  Council) 

n-*' 

IV. 

(-.»• 

■•4. 
■  •IL 

■=s  'i*  l»».  •)•>,  u-i*  06*) 

»-»•(-..  naUwi]^  i-^*  t"l). 

■viiL 

•«-i« 

■1,  n 

•Ix 

I*-}.    lO^'-Ms    M-*!    (>i<>t     In 
Epbaiu) 

wno)« 

n. 

«• 

«-«.  tt-i^*,   i»-«^  (. .  .  WifcX 

ul. 

ll>,ll*.W^-«t* 

•T" 

■-^* 

■Dl. 

'='_. 

1" 

""•»                      .  . 

»iii. 

l-IB^ 

wlwit 

jraVv. 

■vholt 

«■". 

(1* 

wbcle 

iivi. 

whoti 

■■«i. 

»-»^JM« 

uvUL 

tJ-*J» 

'  The  NdutOT*!  prcwnce  U  niatkrd  by  >n  utcritlt  |*),  anil  hr  i>  tcsponi. 
ibit  far  the  p«w>g«<  omilttd  in  the  above  \at.  Fot  the  ukeof  cleaineulhc 
nirrnim  have  hrm  arranged  in  ihc  order  of  Ihc  chapier*,  but  more  than 
onn.  c-pi>cully  in  (Bj,  Spina  itanipous  wl>u>1c  p>ti|:ntphi,  t^jf.  9^  is  (rant- 
Irticd  10  a  place  bttweea  I*  aod  S*,  >nd  1J>-^  ■*-"  oocun  between  12" 
and  13*. 
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hiTe  no  tcgJ  connection  with  one  ■nothcr.  emitt  what  i*  importaM,  ttti 
u  de*oid  of  all  trntc  of  liixoiial  development"  [p.  IQ4(.  Hamidt  I171 
Stfai  Miesi,  liowci-tf,— ihougli  not  ta  much  as  RamBy  ISjfi.'  WL  tjil., 
36zf.,  JSSf.i  iy>('), — on  the  aulhiitily  or  Imliticmt  of  mcti  lik«  PhiUp, 
Mnaion.  etc.  Both  Hatiuck  and  Ramiay  ihiu  huk  baek  lo  a  poslMti 
appirtnimaiinE  10  lh«l  of  Ovcrtwck  who  denied  any  ■'ritten  tenaeet  etetpt 
■he  WejoiunBt.  The  (lata  ctnnut,  himcvct,  be  ciplained  apart  fiom  iom« 
looTca  or  •ourc**,  specially  in  the  opening  chapleis,  allhoogh  moit  of  the 
hypolheM*  propourd  tun  (o  the  oppoiile  eitreme  of  ovei-pfediioa,  at  the 
fbliowing  analyan  will  tlinw.  The  main  eoniinirtirr  feaiute  of  SpUl'l 
aitalytli — and  at  the  Mine  time  itiwcak  point— conntli  In  the  c»inpanll*el]r 
liniiied  «iiil  unimportant  function  which  )ie  nuigni  to  the  redactor  (tee  pi.  1B7}. 

Spilta'i  hypuihrait  *  mvuKet  two  piimnry  toutcM,  (A),  a  well-inforiDcd 
tiiutcc  which  undcrlici  the  thiid  goipcl  b1»,  it  ptohably  from  the  pen  ol 
Lake,  eontaini  the  mojl  I  (till  wort  liy  paunges  of  the  book,  and  ii  *npenot 
in  historinl  in^lchl  to  iB).  Tlie  luter,  like  (A),  conialnt  "lopcnaloral'' 
clemrnix,  hut  iheie  uc  drawn  fiom  popular  iradiiion*,  and  appear  to  bo 
more  highly  coloured  and  Icm  cnherent ;  ihe  ilrecs  ^li  on  "  wtmden" 
throiighoBl,  whetria  In  (A)  the  pfctchmg  of  the  apotiilea  U  cmpliaiiaed. 
Both  laurcet,  independent  in  origin  and  bdividually  reatuied,  hare  bc«n 
combined,  airuiged,  and  edited  by  a  mlactor  (K)  before  the  end  of  the  Km 
century,  thcugh  (B)  wai  compowcl  by  a  Jewiih>ChrliUan  adnitct  of  Feta 
much  earlier— aRei  70  a.D. 

/UnE>t  also  conlinei  himKlf,  Ilk*  «evrrsl  uf  the  more  sobet  crilici,  to  a 
bitcction  of  the  book.  (A),  Includine  the  we-Joumal,  extendi  through  Ihe 
whole  book,  the  Intter  put  of  which  hat  been  interpolated  by  the  &nal  editor 
(R|,  who  ii  not  Luke  l>ut  a  ocfiipanion  of  Paul,  wiilin)-  in  the  early  pan  U 
the  ueond  century  (under  Tm]an).  He  haa  uted  in  the  rit«i  half  uf  the  wodt 
an  F.bionitic  touice  (Bl  already  employed  in  the  gospel  of  Luke,  bat  h«te 
[CBiiiuiged  to  wit  (A).  The  final  lednclion  It  tupputed  to  hate  taken  place 
\.t>.  110-135  (cp.  13*  19",  which  are  taken  to  imply  a  wide  diSution  o( 
Christianity).  |R)  i*  differentiated  chiefly  by  hit  tiylc  and  hi«  oonoeptbia  «f 
Paul's  work  anil  teaehln);.  (B)  li  anil-Jewlth,  and  (A)  pottibly  Lucan.  Upon 
Ihe  other  hand,  Hilgcnfeld  findi  thice  lourcct  uiod  by  the  final  editor  (R) : 
like  van  Manen,  he  asii|tni  the  chief  importance  to  [C\  =  rpiim  IlaAav,  en 
account  of  Paul'*  woik  and  pervin  by  l.ukv,  to  which  the  final  redacioc, « 
Pauline  unionUl,  subordinated  his  other  louioe  (B}  =  rfMl{(ii  rur  /ird,  and 
especially  (A|  =  (Jewiiih  Christian)  WfiHut  n^p«v,  adding  passage*  of  liia 

OWDI 

iA)=  i"-5*  9"^  II'  "  [R  Plainly  in  i"-"  2^  «k  *  •  3«».  ««^  »  4» 


iB)  =  li-8". 
(Cj-9'-' 


"J 


I 


l-M  iil*A, 


*  Psiiialty  modified  by  }.  Welts  {S/t.,  1S93,  pL  ttot.  i  Dit  Attiikl. 
etpeciiilly  p.  jSfOi  who  finds  only  (B)  in  chs.  1-5,  only  (A)  In  the  lecond 
half  of  ihe  book,  and  in  iha  middle  chaplen  ■  blending  ol  matoial  Iran 
jA)Bnd(Bl.  Cp.  the  notkct  by  von  Sodrn  (TLZ.,  1891,  fij^f.^ud  Wnda 
\.CGA,  1895,  p.  4971,1,  of  Spiiu't  nilume. 
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S  3.  Stntlurt. — {a)  In  1-5  (cp,  Clemen.  5^.,  1895,  197 
357)  it  »  sometimes  di(1icu1[  to  be  luie  thai  any  wtillen  source 
underlies  the  narrative :  oral  tradition  of  a  heterogeneous  and 
even  of  a  legendary  character  may  be  held  to  explain  meat,  if  | 
not  all,  of  the  data.  There  is  fair  ground  for  conjecituing, . 
however,  (hat  Luke  used  and  translated  an  Aramaic  source  (or ' 
sources  ;  cp.  Kamacit,  BN^T.  i.  1 18  f).  Once  or  twice  the  brush* 
work  of  tbo  final  artist  becomes  plain.  Thus  in*»*  U  an 
(■ditorial  insertion  (Spilta,  Weiss,  J.  Weiss,  Jungst,  Moffaii, 
Wclllmusen)  (o  emphasise  sharply  (he  conditions  of  the  a|>oslo- 
late;  i**^^  again,  with  its  proleptic  anticipation  of  the  first 
miracle  (»*•,  cp.  3'^  4")  and  lis  interruption  of  th«  connection 
between  »**  and  3',  is  probably  one  of  the  general  &uininaric< 
which  Luke  was  fond  of  inserting  in  order  to  mark  progress. 
The  first  real*  suggestion  of  double  sources  occurs  in  4>-*'  — 
S"-",  unless  ;he  latter  is  a  free  composition  based  on  the  fortnet 
or  on  some  parallel  tradition,  like  the  doublets  in  the  syrwptic 
gospels.  4*  is  an  editorial  insertion,  like  ti',  on  the  lines  of 
1^"",  but  otherwise  it  is  impossible  (o  distinguish  the  source 
under  the  revision,  though  ^^-^  sound  like  an  editor's  insertion 
in  the  prayer  (Hilgenfeld,  Weiss).  5'*  is  another  editorial 
parenthesis  or  insertion,  to  mark  what  Luke  believed  to  have 
been  the  rapid  growth  of  the  church.  Here  as  elsewhere  the 
miraculous  powers  of  Peter  arc  enhanced  like  (hose  of  Jesus  (cp, 
Lk  4«  with  Mk  i»  Lit  9"  with  Mk  6",  Lk  7"  with  Mt  ri»').« 
Peter,  all  through,  is  the  prominent  figure,  and  if  the  source  goei 
back  to  any  authority,  it  is  to  htm  ;  the  allusions  to  John  may 
even  be  editorial  (cp.  Harnnck).  S 

(i.)  TIkis  U  no  tMwn  10  drny  tnreonnrciion  littween  i**- •nd  I*"*,  a*^ 

if  the  formci  [cpioeiilnl  a  fieih  Jewlth-Qiiiiiian  tourcc,  and  thui  to  Oinll  I* 
(SpilUl  or  I*  U'  Weils).  The  iniiliki  of  thf  ditciple^  (r*f  u  tMidy 
cormtrd  by  the  word*  of  l'  which  poini  to  the  Iroc  *»ir«-naiiom«l  vo(«ii<i«t 
of  ihe  ChriitiAii  ipastla ;  Iwfldu.  Uie  idea  of  iMriving  (he  Holy  SpMt 
would  not  unnstunlly  tiiggesc  to  minds  mined  In  Jc^ibh  eipKt>lioq«  the 
nSM  advent  of  ihC  Itrulili&h  meuiinic  icign. 

(iL)  Souice' phenomena  of  ■  special  naint«  Ue  not  onljr  in  ih«  midruhic 
Moiy  of  (lie  dead)  of  Judat  (l"^],  but  in  th(  prepatitlon  of  ih«  dUdplet 
during  foii7  daji'  commuiiiDn  for  theit  lask  (like  M««i  on  Sinu,  Ex.  a4**), 
and  [he  nai>e  eipresiion  olthe  catholicity  of  the  new  Eotpel  (>"'),  which  pes 

*  Two  (onica  are  potiuUted  for  (he  <in(  pan  of  a  bjr  levcnl  crilks 
(netabljr  Thetili^ui in  Ftimii.  /»M.,  1897,  tljl.),  and  for  thr  biici  pajt  \»f 
flUidU  i,£tuJti  ihiiiairt  tl  St  HkMagU  fdimt ',  ii.  39  f.)  amonsM  o«be(& 
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ladi  *  to  Ihe  mldnuh  (qx  Philo,  Di  Dtetl.  1 1 ,  StfUn.  u).  liul  al  Sinu  all 
tte  iwtiiw*  «r  the  mnid  hcsril  God's  voin  in  iheii  own  lugiugei  (cp. 
^tiua't  C^^Mmthv  dki  JtkoHHa,  346.  AftticMiilkit.  ijt.  ;  5/r.  788!.  ; 
Itaiunuh,  it.  t6(.i  Battlet;  Schmicdcl.  SBi.  4785/.,  eU.  ;  wUh  tb« 
«H>a\ifft«4ivf  of  ■*  cp.  Ex  >4").  Even  Ihc  lid  of  counltin  and  ptoplci  in 
!>*■■  b  bu«d  on  nibbinic  Ktiemci  (cp.  >on  DobKhUli,  ZtVT.,  190a,  407- 
410J.  Luke,  in  itiDit,  "vicwt  the  PcnlceoUil  pti  from  the  iCandpobi  of 
the  llencnitiic  tilicntcur,  u  ■  pukllil  to  th«  (ivinK  of  the  Liw,  which 
tmlllian  icpoited  to  turn  taken  place  at  Penlecott"  (Bacon,  /XT.  116). 
The  oeit  Rniuni,  which  concipond*  lo  thii;  li«t  in  the  >pe«ch  of  Stephen. 

(lit.)  The  Bieniion  of  (he  w-callcd  *  ooinmanbm '  (cp.  Hick),  £>/.*>. 
31  f.},  vbich  in  l'*-"  Icadi  lo  nothing,  opeiu  up  in  4^"  into  |a)  a  itoty  o( 
Bamabas  [4'*'''),  and  {i)  lilt  anecilolct  of  Ananiai  and  Sapphin  ($''").  The 
ttttai  «M  failmduced  u  a  (oil  10  the  conduct  of  Bamahat,  aiuJ  at  an  illutlniiun 
tltheapoMolicpoiTCt  and  ihe  populat  dcead  noted  in  Ihc  coniext  ((01  Ihe 
conpoute  nature  of  4**~i",  cp,  Schmledel  in  EBi.  878-SSo).  Luke  ii  alto 
cat<lul  to  brine  out  it>e|[io«t>i  (1^  4'  5"  A*-'!  and  thepoputaiily  (i''3'*4*' 
jU.  ■]  of  ^f  \,j^  thurch.  The  mixture  of  general  and  even  vague  oullinei 
•ill)  iptcilic  ilelaiU  (which  arc  not  alwayi  ciicuniiisniial]  poinii  clotlxto 
lb*  tditutlol  u*e  of  tome  caily  iradilion  or  lourcei  in  thlk  Kclinn,  and  ihc 
cd^(Jiia])oure«iicveaHi^;eil(dli]iiheparalleliiiDaf4"'a(id  j"'": — 


a)  Annaa  tai  witnt   ei    rOr  «(rv 

BfTEM  the  apostles : 
W  <!><■'  miraculoui  rcleuc : 

■nBigncd  before  Sanhe<i(ln : 
tfi  Speech    of    Peter    and    apoitlei 

i^fiwM  >tX.}. 


4*. 

(a)  armt  and  aitaignmnit  of  Pclet 
and  Jcihn  befoic  Annai,  etc.  1 

{i)  Aniwet  ,  .  .  tl  diiaitr  ivrn 
iVupTtor  Top  tffoD,  i/fi^]/  djio^u* 
ItUiXwr  4  roll  tffsv,  iflrtrt. 

(f)  felcMC. 


{i)  Hitherto  (cp.  5*>-  *■  If  ry  Up^  ««t  aor'  orxov)  the  Christian 
propaguidA  has  been  conlined  to  Jerusalem.  Now  the  forward 
mOTCtncnt  begins,  but  not  by  any  of  the  apostles.  The  appoint- 
ment of  the  Seven  (6'-*)  led  to  three  uncxpecicd  mulo :  (i.) 
One  of  their  number  became  the  first  Christian  martyr,  afici 
leaking  a  vigorous  attack  upon  the  unbelief  of  Jtidaism  (d*-;*"), 
and  the  aubaequcnt  persecution  led  to  the  first  Samaritan  mission 
<8'-**)tinder  the  leadenhip  of  Philip,  another  of  tlie  Seven,  (ii.) 
The  conversion  of  Paul  is  also  linked  lo  the  episode  of 
Stephen's  Durtjrrdora  (7^  S'**  9"-):  he  is  arrested  bjr  Jesus  on 
his  way  to  counteract  the  results  of  Philip's  mission,  and  from 
the  outset  he  is  set  apart  for  the  Gentile  minion  (9"),  though 

*  The  Jewiih  lescnd  ii  much  cloaer  than  Ihe  Buddhiilic  story  cited  by 
8cy<ld|Z>w  BuMka-UgtHA  uiJ  «Cat  Ltitn  /><••  noih  <f4*  SvgluH.  tU^. 
(p.  aj  L),  which  ooly  dcKTlbct  hearing  the  wotd,  not  ipeaking  with  looguc*. 
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his  first  efforts  are  dcvoied  to  bis  own  countiymen  (9"*'^  Pd" 
is  now  suddenly  introduced  again  (9'*-ii'*)in  a  cyck  of  stories, 
culminating  in  his  ronvcrsion  of  Cornelius  a  proselyte,  and  soaw 
otliet  Geniiles  at  Cxsaica.  This  canies  on  the  propaganda  a  slagie 
further  than  Philip's  incidental  conversion  of  a  proselyte  {&'"'), 
but  Peter  is  able  to  petsuade  the  suspicious  Jewbh  Christians  of 
Palestine  that  ihis  unexpected  conversion  of  the  Gentiles  is  the 
work  of  God.  The  third  (iii.)  effea  of  the  Jewish  outtmrst  afte* 
Stephen's  death  is  the  e%'angclisation  of  Gentile  Antioch,  in 
which  Paul  is  eventually  sumaioned  to  take  part  (it'*'^ 

The  source  dropped  at  8*  is  resumed  in  1 1'*  (so,  e.g.,  WeiwJt, 
ZTJC.,  1891,  ajof.;  Fcinc,  J07f.;  Kriigcr,  TZZ.,  1885,  »99; 
Hamack),  in  onler  to  explain  the  existence  and  character  of  the 
GenlUe  Christian  community  at  Antioch  from  which  the  mbsloo 
of  13*^  started.  Barnabas  and  Paul  arc  introduced  in  13',  as 
if  no  previous  allusion  had  just  been  made  to  either.  Hence 
tjBtM  [jU  are  plainly  editorial  insertions,  either  from  oral 
tradition  or  from  some  other  source,  in  order  to  cmpha»»e 
Luke's  dominant  conception  of  the  Jerusalem -church  as  the 
patron  and  promoter  of  missionary  effort  (cp.  £Si.  908-913), 
The  fifteenth  chapter  b  the  watershed  of  the  history,  in  his  view. 
"  Praaically  all  that  lies  between  the  sixth  and  the  fifteenth 
chapters,  f.e.  more  than  a  third  part  of  the  book,  is  devoted  to 
the  demonstration  of  the  historical  problem,  how  it  came  to  pass 
that  there  wu  a  mission  to  the  Gentiles  at  aU"  (Hamack, 
BNT.  iii.  p.  xxi'i).  After  the  council,  Paul  conies  to  the  front 
as  the  apostle  to  the  Gentiles,  and  the  rest  of  the  book  b 
occupied  with  his  fortunes  {cp,  J.  Weiss,  Ahuht,  pp.  aj  f.). 

(L)  In  (i'-9"  Luke  ha*  uacd  a  ioutm  m  toutcei  Jctciibliic  ibc  Acts  of 
Stephen  uid  Phitip,  Ihe  two  leading  member*  of  the  Scren  (fi*|.  Whether 
6''*  cocnci  from  ■  iptcial  docummt  (Kcice,  pp.  i&t'iS6)  tn  not,  6*  is  insened 
liTclevuiity  by  the  edilci,  t«  mkili  prnccci*  is  utual,  ukI  [h«  rollowlng  scoounl 
of  Stephen  (6*-fl*,  cp.  EBi.  4787-4797)  tcpicMnli  b  soarce  edited  by  Luke 
in  6^  "'"  I"'' ",  to  that  what  originaUy  retoidcd  an  iitcgulu  /rnttU*,  during 
which  Slcplien  defended  hiRitcl/  at  »iiinc  length  before  ui  cxa^cmed 
uidienoe  coniBiciJnB  lonie  members  of  ihe  Suihedrin,  hai  become  the  uory 
of «  trisi  (u  \a  4-5).  Thii  bifcction  of  ihe  nuntiire  ra|>pMis  »\  the  ckae ; 
7"^  S*^  *  ue  all  (dltorisl  touches  which  not  merelr  allrnHit*  Slephen'i 
deuh  to  ihe  testimony  of  judicial  wiincne*.  inilead  of  to  the  outburst  of  tht 
mob,  but  link  on  the  nuicc  to  Ihe  nitacqaent  ttory  of  Pant  by  pruleplic 
louche*  which  BO  davbC  lellect  a  (moiM  tndiilon  (to,  t.g.,  Blnk,  fffT.  i, 
366r.  1  B.  WdB.  Son>r,  Oemen,  KtUg^,  TLZ.,  1895,  199; 
Hllpnfcld.  Schmkdcl,  MulEut.  B*coo).    Th«  (ignificance  of  the  Stephen 
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it  nroTold :  [I  nuiked  one  of  the  criMS  >t  which  JcwLih  funailciini 
only  iciTcd  to  accctcnic  Uic  eitctuion  of  iii«  new  faiih  lo  the  Gcnlile  wotU), 
M>d  tl  alio  (lennird  (he  linl  awikcniii);  of  Ihc  Chrittun  church  lo  lh« 
ceSMlODatRM  ofwhal  ihc  unlvcrtil  gonpel  of  Jim^iu  Fcally  involved. 

(n.)  Il  iislmott  uhitniy  not  only  lo  lind,  wiih  H.  Waiu  {ZNfV.,  1906, 
J«0-iS$l. rfitnrkl addiliuni, t.t., In 8"^  ""^ "'.  biii  to  trffiiA  the  eniStc tlury 
of  8  ■!  orieiiully  Pelrine.  In  Ihii  leclion,  /.'.  ihe  AcU  of  I'hilip  (S*-*).  the 
arrnwl  of  hU  mission  lo  the  Samaritans  (B*'*|  i>  interwoven  with  the  epiiode 
of  SicBon  Migu*.  which  may  have  come  fiom  the  ume  Mutce.  written  01 
om],  u  3-5.  The  second  pin  (S"'"I.  dwcribing  how  he  converted  *a 
Ethiopian  eunuch,  it  much  more  of  >  unity  ;  probably  it  was  derived  from  the 
riianwi  cycle  of  irxdltionn  upon  the  primitive  church. 

(iiL)  The  first  of  the  nartuiivci  of  Paul'i  convcnion  (9''*)  U  written  on 
IIk  boni  of  the  second  (21)  or  the  third  (16)  or  both  (cp.  Zimmer,  ZiVT., 
itti,  46s(.,and«in  the  other  tide  M.  Coquet,  L'Afitn  Pant  tl  J/tm-CMu, 
1904.  pp.  40- 6«). 

<iv.)  Vat  Ihe  iwlaltd  narrative  of  ii'''  (Ineril»n|;  (''')  Ihe  mattyrdoni  of 
Jama,  Pelet't  ainst  and  ctcapc  f**"),  and  flecod'i  bubteijuent  deilli  (^''], 
il  H  Doturol  to  luppoie  that  John  Mark*  (11'^*)  wo*  the  ultimate  wurcc. 
kliSCcnduY  and  hUloricoJ  trail«  blond  Inextricably;  but  ihoro  are  pttiol 
-pmlleU  in  the  two  Lucan  talc*  of  5"''  and  16"^,  and  the  pretrncc  o( 
nony  Lucaa  louche*  [t^.  iwt^o,\ir  tAi  X''!""  '^nd  lOi-Arai,  ' ;  Ihe  lletuttilnt 
rp»«itm  ttOAafittr,  *  ;  itmQi,  '  (rp.  Il'  =  Lk  2'};  -/iniiimi-  ^vry  and 
gyrtarii,  "  1  Vv  with  pic  " ;  i«t  r^i  x^f^'i  ^  •  ''I'X'V'f''^  " :  ■arai'ri'af 
aad  #iY«i>  and  d«ay)>(l\ar(,  "  1  the  lilolei  alt  6\i-ivi,  **  ;  di'BipJrw,  " ;  i  l^^wi. 
*,  aitd  irif'  if,  *)  ihiiwi  that  in  any  case  Luke  must  have  rewritten  hi* 
■o«ice,  adding  I »' •***'■  "aiediloriBl  links.  The  inconsequent  opaiing  and 
ihc  kbrapt  allunon  in  t."  indicate  that  il  wot  not  orii^iQally  compoKiI  for 
h*  prcMM  pcaltion.  Like  the  previoua  ttnrlea  of  Philip  [8'***)  tjul  Peter 
(9^10*},  it  bt^ni  at  Jetuiolcm  and  clraei  in  Ctoarca. 

if)  The  remainder  of  the  story  (13"-)  becomes  practically  a 
biographical  ski:tch  of  some  phases  in  Paul's  life  and  worlct 
Tbe  onity  (espi-cially  after  16*)  grows  more  marked.  But  one 
or  two  passages  even  in  the  later  sections  of  the  book  sre 
generally  taken  to  be  additions;  e.g.  in  16*^^  (so  Weiu,  Zellert 
Wciisacker,  Clemen,  Forbes,  etc),  in  i8'-«'*»- »'■  (the  two 
latter  passages  J  being  confused  and  loosely  written  ;  cp.  ffJ^T. 
673 f.),  in  19"'*  ("the  writer  is  here  rather  a  picki^-up  of 
current  gossip,  like  Herodotus,  than  a  real  historian,"  Ramsay, 

*  A*  !l  hofipeno,  two  of  Ihe  word*  peculiar  to  Acts  and  Mark  occur  in 
Ihi*  pMBgc  (#af  JUiX  l3*  =  Mk6>,niid  afroi.^n),  u'^^Mk  4*).      ttuuay 
,  (MnantkaUy  mafcn  Rhoda  Ibo/fRi  tt  aripr  a\  the  imry. 

f  Litco,  in  hlgfirtatiim  Littriitida  (i'/>S,  pp.  tjt), actually  diKOvcrt 
I  a  Mcoad  journey  of  Paul  fioia  Antioch  to  Corinlb  andcnietlb  Lk  4'*-6* 
(>Mi  V-^.  Mk  i"-3"=Jn  i>-a"). 

Z  Od  Apolloa,  lec  Schmiedel  in  EBi,  >6l-l&|. 
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SPr.  I73),*  in  .osw*"*,  in  ao»M<.  and  in  »»">-jj"<">. 
The  widely  accepted  excision  of  j;'*'*  as  a  later  inicrpolation 
(cp.  HST.  676  f.)  in  tbc  original  \Ve-sourc«,  has  led  Wellhauten 
(pp.  17-19)  lo  conjecture  boldly  that  jj'-"- "■  »»-«  are  abo 
secondary  insertions  made  Tor  the  purpose  of  turning  an 
anonyn)ou«  piece  of  seafanng  into  a  Pauline  episode,  just  as  be 
bad  already  t^ikcn  19"^'  to  be  an  independent  account  of  soine 
riot  which  Luke  assimilated  for  his  biographical  sketch  of  Paul  at 
Ephesus.  On  the  vividness  and  accuracy  of  the  details  in  37,  see 
the  studies  by  James  Smith  (  Veyagt  and  Shipwrttk  0/ St.  Pa>il*, 
iSSo).  Breusing's  !^autik  der  AlUm  (188$,  p|>.  141-105),  Goeme 
in  NK7..  (1898)  3S'~37S.  '"d  Hans  Balmsr  {JDU  Romfahrt  dm 
AfioUels  Pttuifi  vnd  die  Set/ahrlskuitdt  im  rvmhc^n  KaittralUr, 
1905,  pp.  169  f.).  The  phenomena  of  38''^  have  suggested  dual 
sources  or  the  loss  of  tbc  original  conclusion  (so,  #^.,  Gcrdke  in 
nfue /ahri. /iir  dk  klajt.  Alltrlk.,  1901,  17),  but,  although  the 
conclusion  is  hurried,  it  is  dramatic  38**  is  the  watchword  of  the 
writer's  age,  and  the  ringing  JHuXvrut  of  38*<  echoes  the  confident 
and  exulting  strain  which  pervades  tlie  I^can  writings  as  a  whole. 
\  4.  7%:  Joiimai. — The  main  structural  feature  of  the  latter 
half  of  the  book  is  the  presence  of  four  extracts  apparently  from 
a  diary  kept  by  one  of  Paul's  companior»(i6'*-"  jo"'-*"**  3i''" 
iji-jg").  "It  was  customary  for  distinguished  mvcllcrs, 
princes,  and  generals  of  the  ancient  Hellenic  world  to  have 
short  diaries  kept  by  some  companion  as  an  aid  to  memory,  in 
which  the  stations  of  the  route  and  perhaps,  here  and  thcre^ 
nouble  experiences  were  cursorily  set  down.  For  insunce^ 
according  to  Hermann  Diela,  the  Anaiasis  of  Xcnophon  is 
founded  on  a  diary  of  this  description,  which  Xcncphon  himself 
developed  into  an  historical  work,  inserting  all  kinds  of  narratives 
and  speeches"  (von  Soden,  //fT.  p.  •43).  No  features  of  style 
or  diction  can  be  discovered  in  these  passages  sufliciently  salient 
to  differentiate  ihem  from  the  rest  of  the  Lucan  compositions. 
They  contain  over  fifty  words  peculiar  to,  and  over  seventy 
specially  characieriiiic  of,  Luke,  and  it  may  be  due  either  to 
accident   or    to    subject-matter    that    they  omit    such   Lucan 

*  "Thr  hUiory  of  Grak  lltermtcie  ptcseot*  few  Mhcr  lastanoet  ol  (he 
deitructian  of  looks,  wbcthei  low  thi  nke  oi  oonicimcc  or  for  th«  good  of 
(he  cooimuniiy.  or  ondn  lh«  kuUnxiiy  of  lh«  Stale  "  (C.  H.  Patnam,  Anllktrt 
md  titir  /^Mlr  in  Antitfi  Tima\  1894,  pp,  iiSf.t  Uta  and  Latin 
iBWaacet  on  pp.  ifi^f.V 
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farouriio  or  peculianiiei  u  ir  with  the  optstirc,  ivi  toB  vb-, 
irmrrit  (-ifmT),  AwiirroXtyt,  (Ipiji^,  Jv  rait  ^/tipatt  ravrati,  <p«iT<ia, 
,fro«i  ira^  4f^^i'>  xp"^!  ^"iff,  fimi  Taira,  St  in  attraction, 
■Aif^  wpoTau,  l>'}iM.,  rit  with  the  optative,  toviw  (-him), 
fifinvf,  x<'P'*'  "lid  vKTif,  while  rj  ^<P?  (  —  next  day),  vo^xuv^w 
('7*  ")>  *nd  »epunp<ii>  (i;**-  *")  are  found  here  alone,  so  far  as 
Luke  is  concerned.  These  idiosjucrasics  of  vocabulary  only 
throw  into  relief  the  linguixiic,  stylUtic,  and  mental  affinities 
between  the  We-journal  and  the  rest  of  Acts.  Such  data,  it  may 
be  held,  do  not  fortclotc  the  question  of  the  authonhip.  While 
they  bring  the  We  sections  into  line  with  the  rest  of  Acts,  they 
leave  it  an  open  question  (i.)  whether  the  author  may  not  have 
dealt  here  as  freely  with  some  source  from  another  hand  as  he 
did  in  the  gospel,  or  (il)  whether  the  journal  is  of  his  own  com- 
poaition.  On  the  latter  hypothesis,  the  use  of  4^tt,  not  unlike 
the  /lixpt^  V  '^''  or  hi  it  i/ii  tiv  of  Herodotus,  is  designed  to 
mark  indirectly  but  unmistakably  the  periods  at  which  the  author 
was  a  companion  of  Paul  and  an  cyc-wiincvs  of  what  he  records, 
so  that  the  We->eGlion»  would  represent  his  own  written  notes  or 
memoraoda  of  a  time  when  he  happened  to  be  associated  closely 
with  the  apostle.  1'his  conclusion,  formerly  prct:ied,  e.g.,  by  A. 
Ktoslennann,  VttiJitia  Lmeanm  sen  4t  iiimrarii  in  lihro  Aeiorum 
oiurr^Ho  auclert {t  866),  pp.  46  f. ;  V.  H.  Stanton  (£.r/.*  vii.  336  f., 
G//^.  IL  »S4  f.,  jia  rXand  Vogel  (Zttr  Chara/Ueriitilc  irt  LuJtai  \ 
iS99),bas  now  been  put  practically  beyond  doubt  by  the  exhaus- 
tive researches  of  Hawkins  {HS.  tSi  f.)  and  Hamack  (B/^T.  i. 
10-S7),  which  support  the  hypothesis  that  the  diarist  was  the 
authoroftbetlurd  Gospel  and  Acts  (cp.  Rimay,  Pan Jiitr  and  o/Aer 
Sttidia,  301  f.,  and  Uutkilt,  Gospel  History  and  ill  Traniminion, 
1 15 f.),  and  that  the  ^f^tt- passages  are  either  bonafide  extracts 
from  hit  journal  or  (as  is  less  likely)  bona-fide  reminiscences. 

(a)  Wbcfi  the  hjpMbnii  of  >  dcliote  petiuruit  (cference  ii  lel  aside,  the 
■M  of  the  Km  petton  in  (Iick  tectiom  i>  held  to  d«Q<i(e,  u  in  the  cue  of  the 
Bennin Moorponlal  in  Em  (7''-8**  9'*")  und  NchcmUh  (i'-?*  la"""),  the 
•dHmetef  an  aartiet  document  wtilten  by  some  corapunion  of  P>d1.  While 
■he  etfitar  maM  have  worked  oirer  hii  xiDrce  to  \ome  enue,  u  unial,  he 
cvidemly  cbose  to  teave  Ihc  6nl  perton  pluni  jntMt  fw  ihewke,  not  only 
of  ifridant,  but  td  tMurliij[  hii  tekden  thai  it  denolcd  ■  diary,  01  inteical- 
sled  pUHtge*  from  the  diary,  of  lome  euly  ChristiDn  who  had  been  in 
nud'a  eonpaay  ■!  Iho  time.  Intiuicea  of  ihi*  liicriiy  pfictire  occur  &moii)[ 
Iha  iiikWwhI  ehnnilden  (cp.  Schwanbeck,  iSS  f. ).  Moii  of  thoK  who  ate 
■eepUcal  oo  the  Lnoao  authot^ip  hold,  Iiowpi-ct,  ihil  the  author  loft  the 
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^fuii  'in  ordei  to  d««gn>le  himielT  u  the  companion  oT  Piul*   (TMeit. 
ii.  158  r. ;  Selimicdi;!,  etc.),  while  iHime  adnill  thu  ibejnunul  In  qecMlM] 
cMDc  ttom  Luke — whifh  would  eiplum  the  Lucan   Indilion  in   the 
church  in  Ihc  same  wity  cs  the  uKt  o(  Matthew'*  L<^U  continrla  his  1 
wilh  Muihew'i  gospel.*     When  the  Luun  kuthoiihip  of  AcU  it 
thii  U  the  moil  rouonable  theory  of  ihe  We-pBiHSct.     Unleit  man  di»- 
loCAtion  of  the  text  in  so*'  l>o  auumcd  (WrliHickei),  Timuihnu  (Srhkicr-  _ 
fnachcr.  Bleek,  Sorof,  etc.)  11  ruled  oul,  along  with  ihe  other  %ix  companmnifl 
who  accompanied  Haul  by  the   inland  route  from  Greece  to  TrcaSit    Th«' 
initoduciion  of  TImoiheua  (t6''*),  not   long   brfore  the  tic^nning  of  th« 
journal,  do«t  not  tell  in  favour   of  hit  aaihonhip ;  and  although  after  16" 
SQaa  alone  ia  mcniioned,  Timothcut  ii  toon  referred  tb  in  I?'"'.     Th«  eMti« 
tUencc  of  Acu  upon  Tltut  doct  not  preclude  ihe  hypolhetit  that  Ii.ukc  mi|>hl 
have  employed  a  drarj'  by  that  companion  of  Paul  (llont,  Krenkel'a  Pam'mt, 
3i4f.i  JaeobMn,  O.  Holuinann,  Seulcil  in  i^KT,  1681,367  f,),  is  which  caw 
the  genuine  notice  of  3  Ti  4"  csrtnot  icfet  to  the  Imprlwnmenl  of  OnBrea: 
for,  if  Tilui  had  left  for  Dalnwlia,  he  could  not  have  written  Ac  17-18. 

(4)  The  pauacet  marked  by  iifuTa  nerd  col,  however,  represent  tbt 
entire  original  diaty.  Lake  mu*t  have  omilted  oeilain  parla  of  ili;  16" 
haa  no  Mnneclion  with  ao*  beyond  (he  fact  thai  Philippi  ii  the  •cent,  oat 
hat  It'*  with  17*  ;  and  even  If  the  writer  had  left  fhilippi  bcfort  th«  find 
•cene  between  Paul  and  the  Uave-gitI,  It  11  almoit  impottdble  to  iwppoie 


that,  tome  yran  later,  ho  KvucTied  hla  memoranda  wiihoal  a  bmlc  !■  tiMi 
lernu  of  iff*.  That  the  We-Kciions  oriElndlly  belonged  to  a  laicer  watk  1 
U  lairly  certain.  Uliy  Luke  selected  theie  and  only  theie  pauacra,  vt 
•nuther  and  a  reiy  delicate  i^uealion.  which  it  only  partly  K>l*ed  by  Ibt 
bypoiheiia  that  Iracca  of  thit  source  tnay  be  found  etwHhcrc  in  Act*,  ia 
placei  where  Luke  haa  le-wiiiien  p»tt»  of  it  freely  in  the  ihird  petion. 
Probably  the  luUtunce  of  i&»-»«  jo"»«  and  J6,  al  leait,  belonged  to  th« 
source,  though  the  diarist  may  not  have  been  an  actual  eje-wllneu  tA  the 
Kcnes,  and  though  Luke,  perhapi  on  thai  account,  hat  worked  theaa  over 
pretty  carefully.  Spilta,  JUngiit,  llil|;cnfeld,  van  Maiten,  and  Wtiuit  inatit 
the  Wepauaees  put  of  larger,  mote  or  leu  complete  touica,  which  run  all 
Ibrouijh  Act* :  SitlUo  findi  a  Wereeord  of  Luke  in  16'"  "^  io' "  ii'"*- 
»'-"  «"-■  li"-"'  ■-•■  J4»*-Js'»  a;"-*'  J7>-»8" ;  hut  none  of  ibrse  leco*, 
UiudLons,  evenfcp. /.;.  it"}  with  the  aid  of  the*  Wolero' text,  ii  niuctnaora 
aian  problematical  (ep.  Weiialckei,  AA.  i.  34I  f.I  McGifferl,  AA.  138  f.).    J 


*  The  itylidtic  dalA  (tat  below]  icU  egaiiul  ibe  hypothctii  (Sorof,  Ct-rckc, 
■nd  Solnui)  that  Acts  represents  ihe  late*  edition  of  a  Lucan  work  wbich 
already  included  the  We-wctiona.  Bacon's  theory  (SMrf' ^,¥/.  /Vm/,  1(1  f., 
tfjf.)  that  they  were  a  tepoii  to  Ihe  chuichet  u(  Paul'*  collectlne  tnlMion, 
wrillcn  by  the  *  brother '  of  1  Co  8*",  is  necdleuly  lubtle. 

t  MaveihnlT  \,flitterit(h-trilisihe  Binl.  in  dit  fttrim.  Stkrifttn,  l8j$.  pp. 
t -Jo) argued  that  Tmioiheu*  was  llie  teal  auilnii  of  the  'Lucan'  wiiiini^ 
and  that  Luke'i  share  in  Ihem  wu  ijuilc  tuboidinate.  This  fails  to  exphuD 
bow  the  taltci's  name  eret  bemtiic  asmcialed  with  the  bwiki. 

t  The  second  and  iliird  extracts  both  <\a*e  with  m  (if  mm/  dof,  thavch 
the  Gteeh  pbnue  it  diffcrciii  [rg  H  txi'f'l,  *>"  I  '9  ^  trttt^t  it"). 
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S  S-  Au/Aarsliifi.^The  •irang  case  for  identifying  tt>c  diarist 
with  the  historian  simplifies  the  problem  of  the  authoiship  con* 
sidenbly. 

T«  begin  witb,  (a)  Uio  thifd  gtwpcl  and  Adi  ut  bjr  Ills  nine  ftotbor. 
XaA  hM  •  *pecial  vocabuUiT  of  iu  own  IGiMpel  ora  ty>,  Acu  a*er 
400  woidt),  due  partly  to  tht  diflctcim  of  tubjecl  ■nutter,  putly  la  lh« 
icmCiltly  and  mcnpui  of  I.ukc'a  literary  power.  On  the  other  hanrl, 
•  hilc  AcU  hat  only  aboul  a  doico  voids  pcculuu  to  ItKlf  and  Malihew 
ladwBag  fi»pl*n,  mam^h,  rsx^'o^ui,  and  tvtfftiru  ai  occomns  io  LXX 
dtarioak),  And  14  ptcului  te  tuelf  and  Mlc.,  no  lewec  ihan  57  occuc  ia  th« 
.VT  oolf  in  the  Ibiid  gotpel  and  in  Acu  [j6.  if  JtoiAi),  whidi  ocean  in  a 
UtX  cilalioD,  be  omitled).  £vcn  (ho  vordi  and  phraiei  absent  from  one 
umI  pnatnl  la  the  othei  a(  ihc  (wo  I.ucan  booh)  aie  neliho  numcioui  imt 
■  liU^lj  Of  ebout  to.  lucd  (uily  often  in  Acu  and  abtcni  [lom  the  cniipel, 
I  an  aoC  ntcd  by  the  Mhrr  tynoplitU  [imXaiiffiru  only  in  Mk  t6'*)  i  7 
Khcn  eecui  In  Mt.  and  Mk.  (f 'r«t,  ^o^/xar,  Apojio,  xpoiritpTiiitir,  wpot\aiii- 
fiirtliai,  rlpmt,  and  xtXla.rx<»}  where  Lk.  has  no  parallel  puagr,  while  );ui^»> 
only  oecun  In  Mi  i(^  ( Mk  14")  apropon  of  GcthMmane,  which  L-k.  dun  not 
nenilorn.  Lk.,  again,  often  luei  about  30  wordtand  phraKS  (like  dimSoirixVu, 
i/^Titf,  ff'f-^'-  ffin,  du>.\^la«ot,  f\i«i,  roiuii6%,  ifioltn,  odx'  ■  '  ■  4X>d, 
vllatfrMt,  and  vt|h^1i),  which  aie  abunt  fiom  Act*,  juat  a*  10  01  11,  like 
oJmAw  and  Myrifxo/iu,  are  much  more  common  in  AeU  than  in  ill  pre- 
deajCTi  Bat  Mtch  varulion*  in  diction  are  of  ai  tittle  eumulative  weight  as 
■tw  eocfc>pon<Bn(  difference*  ia  Ryle,  inch  a*  the  KiMpcl'i  eniire  avoidance 
o(  the  habii,  M  common  in  A«»  [»./.  j»  ;•  9*'  "  lo**  tg*  ij"  a6"'  "■*),  o( 
otniuiog  li/  laid  ta  lU  ei]uivalenta>  or  of  luing  rfvai  (Ac  7"  ai"  14"  17*1, 
Of  t4  btfiDnlsc  a  tentence  with  eol  rtr  (Ac  3"  to*  13"  16""  ao»-  "  aj**  jj" 
a^K  The  Loan  ^hto  .  .  .  lof  occurs  but  oooe  in  Acu  (5^  1  4yirm 
with  a  Anke  Tcrb,  and  l*$puii  (Lk  j"  etc.)  never,  whiitt  the  latter  book 
l«  comparatively  ipaiin);  in  Iti  emplnymcnl  of  ternu  and  phraKa  like  t»i  reO 
•C*  (18*),  ir  ry  with  infio-,  ti^fx"''^  ^'^i  "'  '^^'  ("omin.],  i  afrAr,  troiia 
(=by  nainc),  and  'Xii',  which  are  ipecially  characteriitic  of  the  |;o*pel. 
A(aln,  while  the  grealec  f(e(]uency  of  vtiiiia  fyioi',  iwOMfirvi,  and  IvaXoT/awai 
ia  Acu  n>ay  be  doc  in  put  to  the  exigenciei  of  the  sabject,  it  i*  noticeable 
that  pt'  ttr  and  n  occiu  Ui  mote  fiequrntly  in  (he  Kcond  volume.  Yet  the 
reMtnblattce*  far  ovUumber  inch  vaiiationa.  The  [peclally  Lucan  oie  of 
ir  M  Hi  wtih  the  Dpialivt,  of  tpxomi  (JewHdi),  of  ti^rtro  ti,  of  tfe  (optal.). 
of  (Ir«v(a>)  H,  of  1r  rait  ^iidput  rai>Tait,  of  caff'  V)fi/)»r,  of  taitBiium  with 
Bame*  oe  lilks,  of  Mviari  ( =by  name),  of  vJi  ( jrai)  i  ^oM,  of  wpit  with 
*eiba  of  apcaiiBf,  of  rpoirrftfttu,*  of  ei!i',t  of  ni  with  noaoa,  of  roO  with 
ih«  iDfinUw,  of  ^  (swhcn),  etc.,  runt  through  both  volume*.    They  corr*- 

*  "  Hb  a*e  of  it  peobably  aroae  fioio  hia  medical  puriuSta,  a*  it  wa*  a  very 
fraqoeni  and  neccnuy  word  in  medical  lAngiuge"  (Hobait,  p.  104,  adding 
nunKroui  medical  citations). 

t  Again  atlritniied  (llub«rt,  153  f.)t  though  &nclfully,  to  Luke**  medical 
UBbJaC,  on  tbe  ground  that  the  work*  of  Galen  tbow  bow  retnarkabty  often 
t]iis  prepoMdoa  w»*  in  a  phytidaa't  raoutb. 
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tponil  N  cloKly  in  slic,  in  uyte,  uul  in  ganenl  apiril  (q>.  t.g.  pM«Iltta 
like  i'  =  Ac  is*^,  i"  =  Ae  J".  i''-Ae  ii'",»»  =  Ac  7«.3»elc  =Ae  I'-W. 
[Tl  »•.*»«*«►),  4»=  Ac  7»  (ii»).  4«'=Ac  ia»»(s"l.  S^=Ae»'*.  ii»=Ae7". 
iS"=Ae  arf*.  i8'  =  Ac  i4«-  ',  3o'  =  Af  4',  ai»=Ac  b^".  »3'  =  Ac  s".  "4**-  I 
Ac  26*')  that,  although  ihc  hypoihcsu  th«l  both  «oik»  did  not  «ome  6«a  j 
the  aiine  pen  itill  cnips  i>p  oi;i:snoiiat[y.  t.g.  in  Ihc  p*gn  of  Socof,  Ililpi^ 
fcld.  Soltau.  Geicke  ('  Dcr  ttinwpn  X^yai  Art  I.ukM  iini)  die  Ap|;iMcbiichlc,*4 
1/trmet,  1894,  373  f.),  and  even  HatAi!n[I>aiiuilitt  Kuiistfrvts,».  4S3(.|.it 
should  nowwlays  be  decently  intorred  under  the  epitaph,  'nan  fat.  fiii,  1 
tun.'    Adeqakie  lulcmcnia  of  the  cMe  (ni  >  tingle  author  ue  (Ivcn   If  1 
Zcller  (in  Zeller-Overbeck,  ii.  113!.),  Friedrkh  \lMi  ttiitu.Ewgtm  unJ  1 
JfftttAititf,   iVtrti  dutiSim   Vir/aittrz,   1890),  Jaojuier  (/A^TI  iM.  7  Lk] 
nnd  Sir  J.  C-  Hawliila  (//^.  174-193). 

{6)  The  author  wru  a  physician. 

The  '  medical '  cIcRieni  in  lh«  langmg*  of  the  third  gospel  »nd  Koot 
ihough  Kveral  times  noted  (cp.  «^.  J.  D.  Wlnckler,  /it  t.uia  KtiamgiUil* 
mtdut,  I.eipilei  173*),  w«  firit  fully  worked  out  by  Dr.  W.  K.  Hobut 
{7'lU  Mtdkal  Langmagt t/ St.  /.ait,  iS^i).  whOM  maleruila  have  teocnttf 
Ikch  tilled  with  results  which  conveiee  on  the  Ihoit  that  the  aathot  of  b«4h 
vorlu  ¥raa  a  Greek  phyiician,  aod  therefore,  inrercniinJly,  the  Luke  uf  the 
NT.  Since  the  folloufinn  uUlruct  wat  written,  Hamack't  Mudy  \Bf/r,  i, 
17J-198  1  cp.  Zaho'i  Eiiil.  I  61 :  Chuc,  Criditiiity  tf  Ails,  tj  (.,  lod 
I'lummei's  Lukt,  pp.  vllii  f.)  hais  proved  this  pretty  concluii'rcly. 

Too  much  Mrcu*  need  ni-il  be  Uid  on  ihc  fact  thai  in  hi*  c°*p('  Luk« 
alone  quotes  the  medical  plorclb,  Piysitlai;  ktal  Ihfiitf  (4"),  and  onll* 
(8")  the  ditpani|'iii|t  comment  of  Mk.  on  the  prafession,  or  employt  WMiU 
like  jSdrai  (6** ;  the  biunhle  *  wm  eilennlvrly  uird  by  'he  ancient  phyiickaa,* 
llobul),  fuulB(Ac  Ifi").  s^xii'iil  [Ac  l"), /tpr-xir  (Ac ',''),  and  dffir(*(.«)  :  bn 
evidence  of  hii  caiiy  iiluiliet  and  professional  iiuuing  may  be  discovered  in 
his  Riethudt  ol  (a)  desciibing  the  cuiM  of  Jctus  and  othctt,  Ihc  chuaM  of  llw 
technical  terms  for  convuliioiu  (^vriu')  and  damage  to  the  lystcm  (^Urrav 
4**,  only  ettcwhcre  in  NT  in  Mk  16"}  as  well  as  (01  a  doctor's  cxunkiaticM 
(^vi^Mriir,  9"),  oJ  irXiJpiji  Uv/ni  (5")  after  Ihc  tnedicaJ  UM  of  vK4n*>  0* 
the  correct  medical  tenn  mafii\t\uaim  (5",  Ac  9")  (oc  the  poputef  t^fAir- 
Tiiji,  u  well  as  the  u*e  of  the  technical  dassification  of  fwen  mio  /raoT 
and  imAlI  (4".  >o  Galen],  of  /'iixXfir  (6'*}  anil  iT^ir  (Ac  s"},  repeatedly 
used  by  llippokratcs  and  Gilcn  for  ditcued  persona,  of  dfamMfllv  (7**, 
Ac  9*,  the  medical  c>pre»ion  for  a  patient  sitting  up  in  bed),  of  feorara  bl 
the  tense  of  a  ttincc  (11°  iz",  Ac  lo"),  of  itmima  loi  the  itnl|[htenln|; 
of  the  s|Nne  (13").  ol  a  remaihablc  number  of  profeuional  terms  in  lo*^ 
16"*-  (liotart,  pp.  j6  f.)  and  Ac  3'**  (pp.  35  f.),  of  drasJirti*  and  XirJi 
(Ac  g"-"),  tw,Ti»ur  and  ix^it  (Ac  t3"|.  and  the  leehnkal  iea\X4«fH* 
(Ac  19"] ;  (4)  in  his  choice  of  medical  tcrnut  ■<>  expiess  oidinary  ideiu 


*  It  may  b«  due  paitly  to  the  ntlgende*  of  aubjcci.nMtier  that 
ftuiubrrof  wcods  tefcTitni>  to  ptefnancy,  butenncss,  etc. ,  used  by  St.  Lvke,  (> 
almost  u  larj^  as  that  used  by  Hippoktales'  (llobarl,  p.  9I). 

t  Tl.tiee at  IriM  in  the  We-jourtial  (a(/»  =  «ara^(iftf*«i  and  lirrM  fl»t*t, 
iff'*  wi^aflirht  and   tartwimtr,   irvprrtl  pluf.   of  an  indindual,  17^  * 


A 
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«rnl*i*  t.f.  the  mbitilatiDn,  foi  oth«  tcrmt,  «r  the  mtdic*)  w\tiiLikipa, 
rftriftiH**'  ""t^ff.  "nd  *5t«o  (I-lt  fi**^)!  tA  XvavrtKtir  <I7*,  lo  Hippo- 
knta|>,  of  wtfortiinint  117*)  and  wtf^ry^U,  of  (ii|idi  (mtd.  =jukei)  and 
nwfAwftti  (Dioskotide*)  in  S*"*,  of  mVrrir  (med.  =rotl  up  >  bandiRc)  in 
4**(navur  tlaewhece  In  ihii  teniie),  of  ^\irn  (  =  £urcical  needle)  in  iS*.  of 
ra^iUafA  (aMfl.  =  Qncipected  ncovFty,  etc.]  in  5",  of  ihe  common  in«diul 
Um%  itari^v  (Ac  4").  tiimttux  (Ac  j'l,  rftfnvi  (9**  14".  cp-  Ac  17"I. 
ttvnrrtfiittr  (6"),  tia.vin'y/uii'iff^^at  (I9").  tiwt^a  (Ac  19*,  eominon  mcd- 
lenn,  to  vb,),  wiil<tr  (6"|,  tt\tiiittr  [med.  =tiiilute  of  puli«,  etc.)  in  16*  wid 
»**,  of  d#dn)pc*  and  {tvysi  in  14"'  '*,  of  SpaxM  and  itri  m  tj*  and  19" 
('the  oommon  wriehu  cinploj-ed  in  dispenilng  medicinet  and  in  wrilinc 
picxfiptioni'),  of  fi^VTpa  (31",  a  rare  woid  whic))  Hippoknia  met  of  the 
laTi^RCob)tcUladtlii<um),of*p(»3«[a(zi",  Ac  la".  mcd.  >=cipect>tionor 
fatal  leaill,  *o  wpoatoiir),  olviXat  (11**,  ined.  =  Iosnn2S  of  nek),  of  i^iidXq 
(11**,  med.  =drunken  nauiea),  of  ftwpfa  (l3**)i  of  X^pn  (14",  mcd.  =nivine 
indcUrium),  ittta  in",  mcd.  =  p'«litf),  ripitUrur  (Ac  l'),  (l»o«rilffr»«t 
(3*1.  **•»*•  (in  medical  senie,  cp,  J.  R.  Mndin,  _/7"5,  vj.  116),  aCy^  (»»". 
tnrf.  =  lic'"l,  Aarpim»(^7'*),  ^«aiilTrti**»i(iS'iep.  Hobart,  p.  M9), /i»)|M» 
(H**)!  /ra;<f»a«tiu  (l(i*,  med.  =iu5euIulion),  /ruoi/jWa  (ifr").  i^4rt|(ta  (15* 
ele.,  ned.sa  disputed  point),  latatriWur  {t<f),  njiuprlr  (m*  aS"), 
frsfdrrwu  (>7").t  t»«i^WWuii>  (jo*- ",  in  »cnw  of  '  withhold '),  xp^  ("9" : 
*lfaa  ue  of  x->  to  mean  (he  body,  nol  the  akin,  continued  In  medical 
lliHi,M|.i  from  Hippoknie*  lo  Oalen,'  Ilotatt),  and  ^i^arSpiivtH  (17*) ;  t 
it]  in  hi*  practice  of  avoiding  Mt.'i  luc  of  wonit  lik«  iiaXatU  01  paearl{tir 
tm  lii.li  III  11  (the  fonncf =cffcmitiac]'  01  delicacy,  the  bitlci=eiAniiDc,  in  mcd. 

va^unlr,  mcd.  =opinlon  of  doclot)  a  medical  flaTOui  Ix  to  be  detected ;  even 
iht  coltooiion  of  dffirot  and  IianXdv  (Ac  tj*i  it  li)und  in  GaJcn.  Teim* 
like  tftUnw,  tit^fiytw,  and  xoKv/ifiir  (in  ■erne  of  vwimmiog)  wne  alto 
in  medical  u>c. 

*  The  eleven  cotnponndi  m  derivative*  of  piXXii*.  the  five  of  nteir,  the 
foui  of  ^irx'^,  th«  three  of  rpix*"'  and  the  two  of  AaCvtif,  peculiai  to 
Luke,  •real)  chancleritiic  Rirdical  cipreiuinna  (Hobait,  pp.  l]7-t46.  166  f., 
■91  L,  106  f.):  while  Luke't  preference  for  tennt  like  tripifvr  inttead  <d 
twipift,  lot  iriimiifr,  tvYxiti*  and  (n^y^Mit,  tBrofri{ur,  finrToOafai, 
rpovT^yvt»,  itaawrtpfif,  Btiiruaii  and  BiayirJa^ur^  M6fia,  tftSprinTf 
laiiljtfijiii.  lari  X&yot,  twiiu\iiaiai,  fwituXuit,  (Mi>>x[v(-an),  and  the  three 
ttalM  MtdicaJ  Icitnt  for  "  itimulaling "  iiwiytlpur,  wapoTfvrtir,  and  vpo- 
tftwir).  tin  parallel.  IIippohraic«  alto,  in  hit  cpiMlea  |>ila  wiKivr  «ii 
SaiipiM),  iue>  iaxf^  of  a  aiy  (Ac  ii"),  and  iraliiim  of  a  letter  being 
deliveied  (Ep.  1175.  cp.  Acit  Jj"). 

T  Thii  rair  Ictm  (or  undci];ir<tin|[  a  (hip  wu  common  In  medical  pailanoe, 
beiof  applied  to  the  mcmbnuie  or  pleura  which  undcr^rt  and  lupponed 
(be  ifcotaxi  «o  that,  ai  Hobail  lum-tsit  itJ3),  ilt  application  in  ihii  rue 
UB/  han  bvCD  natural  to  l.okc^  paiticuliuly  at  ■  ahip'a  ndct  were  called 
rXfuyoL  Similarly  9fpM-<i  (iP),  for  ttpfii^y  ia  the  usual  niediciii  lem  for 
bell. 

;  Both  Hippokmte*  and  Galen  (llohart,  296-397)  weie  atnonK  qpca 
fiXarfpvria  u  an  cuoitial  note  of  the  Iftie  phyiiciao. 
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"N«Briy  >U  the  altpiaiiont  uid  nddiitani  which  the  third  evmngelitt  hu 
rn«d«  in  thr  Marnn  text  tre  mem  limpl^  ind  viiel)'  (iplainH  from  the 
profeuianal  imeieiit  of  ■  phyticinn"  Itliinacli,  HNT.  ill.  l87f>  Ai  tlii* 
'  mtiliciil '  element  is  ipteu]  otrt  both  the  third  Koipcl  and  Acu,  inMead  o( 
liclnjE  conlincd  <i>  Ihe  'We-trcll'jnt,'  it  cnrobonitel  the  >tguinent,  which  I* 
■lio  the  trudiilon  of  the  tecimd  crntutjr  (u  tarly  xt.  M&Kiim.  fof  Itw  third 
l^jw II  ilist  Ihe  author  ol  the  thiid  swpel  snd  Acli  wu  the  Lobe  at  Col  4", 
Philcm  ".  imd  a  Tl  4".  M 

The  linEuiMic  data,  however,  da  not  mppiMi  ih«  common  InfemiM  that  ^ 
Luke  HU  ilTotigl)'  nlTfcied  by  FbuI'i  ityle  ind  languif:e.  uA  that  iherefote 
he  wu  eithei  a  Pauliiiht  or  aniuainled  with  Iha  l'*uline  rpistlei.  Out  at 
BbMI  98  wold*  pecutloi  lu  Lk.  and  Paul  in  the  NT,  17  occur  oalr  In  the 
Fulorml  e{nilles,  and  8  In  Ephesiint,  which  reduce*  the  aumbet  at  once 
to  7].  Of  ihete,  Ml.  and  Mk.  Iiail  no  occuiun  to  u*c  one  or  two  like 
dp«rpidw.  white  liav>^\Xw,  fiitiTfo,,  imiVfti,  and  tiart^n  (in  IVul,  only  In  Lpfa 
6'^  wid  Til  a")  occur  In  one  or  the  other  writer  merely  m  LXX  quoultook 
ThU  leave*  almui  t&  >i  nuist,  ai  which  we  mual  eicluda  In  all  UrMM 
the  following  17.  i\t.  d^qXoi,  atxAaXfTlfu.  dtafdw.  dvoXlw,  dn«rU««M, 
drrarMflnafoi,  d«^X(ia.  drirroi.f  hitpftvuiia,  tlrtii»,  irfxpii^oiiax,  Ma{*« 
(Lk.  or  ihingii,  I'aiil  of  pettont),  tanvanfawai,  ir*%*,  /tftoi-WU,  i^KfxMtt, 
tvfttim  (Paul,  meuph.),  a(i[ei-»fi/a  (Paul,  metiph.),  rw><fi  r\^9f*pt>i, 
OTSvlalur,  vi^Xflw  (Paul,  inetaph.),  ruramXafi^^Muu  (RmI,  relig.  Mnie), 
«ur(i>Joi/w,  ffiwox't-  ivwTili'w,  anil  i^tXiJn  (Lk.  only  of  Pnlui),  of  which 
tome  (to  which  A^.  aarafiouMai,  iiiMffr^Mt.  wpiioirn,  titmlit,  and  #vvxaJ^ 
mint  tw  addetl)  are  uied  in  iliFTTreni  oonitrucliont,  and  all  in  wnirM  which 
ate  very  difTereitt  in  Ihe  two  wtilerii.  Even  of  Ihe  remaining  3J.  quite  baU 
ue  neither  fannirite  nor  chaiacieriitic  tctnu  In  eiiher  wriiK,  whik  the 
nnawrical  prrponilcranca,  m  cnmpued  with  Ml.  and  Paul  (aboal  3i)  or  Mk. 
and  Paul  [about  10).  U  not  ipccially  ngniliciuil.  So  far  ai  the  utemal 
evidence  luggnti,  Luke  did  ntrt  vie  any  of  Paul'i  epiitin ;  hit  acqnaiMance 
with  Paul'*  niovcincniK  and  idnu  it  drawn  from  oral  tradition  or  pcr«oMJ 
remlniKence,  not  fiDin  the  reading  of  hii  eotiespandence.  Some  critict  ulU 
[t.g.  Sultau)  consider  that  the  Pauline  ipeeehcii  ai  h-cII  ta  the  narralivw  are 
drawn  ftuin  niaicrlal^  jjt.-vided  hy  the  Kpiule*  (to  (ormeily  Jacob»en,  tf.  til. 
pp.  8f.],  but  there  U  no  real  evidence  to  tender  thli  a  necessary  hypotheiit 
(cp.  Sabatier't  emy  In  BiblUthi^ttt  M  fftair  A$  AauUt  Hudtt,  1.  109, 
teal ;  MolTatt.  HST.  416!.  :  Jac<juier,  /UT.  il>.  96r..  and  Zahn,  liiT. 
ol.  iiSL).  The  juxtapoiiijon  of  Acii  and  the  Pauline  epiMlo  in  the 
Canon  i*  apt  to  produce  an  optical  illusion,  until  It  b  temembcr«d  that 
Act*  wat  not  written  to  be  read  alon^de  of  Ihe  apo&tte'a  correipandcnce, 
and  that  it  realty  eoniaini  nothing  which  Luke  could  not  hate  obtained 
ebewhere. 


*  Noted  by  Dioakoridts.  The  dbllnction  was  bmillar  to  phyueiaM.  who 
had  ooeailon  10  me  both  In  their  pretctlpUont. 

t  Add  perhapi  Jrrrii.  in  Lk.  orprnana  only,  in  Pasl  (Phil  4'*)  of  thiivi. 
■  Co  6*  aiid  Lk  4"  Ivtni;  l.XX  ciialioni.  It  i*  nnccrrain  whether  t^r'Jvn 
(WH)  thoDld  be  read,  initcad  ol  o^'IJim,  in  Lk  ll**. 
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1 6.  Charattirittia  and  aim-— {a)  It  is  no  longer  nccetsaTp 
to  controvert  (he  theory  ihni,  wKen  Luke  wrote,  Jewish  and 
Gentile  Christunity  required  to  be  reconciled,  or  that  the 
[laralleliRm  between  Peter  and  Paul  is  wholly  <Ju«  to  the 
historian's  pragmatism.  Luke's  position  is  that  of  the  bter 
church,  as  reflected,  f^.,  in  Mt  iS'**^ ;  the  Ocntilc  mission  was 
curicd  out  by  tlie  twelve  in  obedience  to  a  revelation  of  J«sus 
(cpL  J/O.  I.  isSf.,  Jijf.)-  According  to  Acts,  Peter,  as  the 
leader  of  the  apoutei,  not  only  look  the  <int  step  in  this 
direction  (>o'^),  but  claimed  that  this  was  his  commisMon 
(Ac  15^;  also,  between  the  twelve  and  Paul  there  was  no  vital 
difference  on  the  burning  question  of  Gentile  Christianity, 
Luke  smoodies  over  the  crucial  antagonism  which  Gal  i-a 
KfCMb.  He  prefers  to  emphasise  th«  common  lo)'nIty  of  both 
sides  to  the  gospel  of  Jesus;  "  tiop  loyal  pour  condamncr  son 
tnalue  Paul,  trop  orthodoxe  pour  nc  pas  sc  ranger  &  I'opinion 
offidellc  qui  prfvalait,  tl  elTa^  ]a  diflf^rencex  de  doctrines  pour 
laissei  voir  teulement  le  but  commun  que  tous  ces  grands 
fondateurs  pours u i vt rcn t "  (Kenan,  ii.  p.  xniii).  His  whole  treat- 
nent  of  the  question  breathes  the  air  of  an  age  when  the  rights 
of  Gentile  Christianity  had  long  ago  been  won,  and  when  even 
an  admirer  of  Paul,  especially  in  writing  for  the  particular  object 
defined  in  Lk  i'"*,  was  more  concerned  to  emphai.ixe  the  pro- 
vidential development  upon  which  the  church  looked  back  than 
to  revive  the  bitter  memories  of  a  bygone  phase  of  conlrorarsy. 

TUs  Ifcnkal  utinide,  with  iii  idcalUiiijc  •p!f<t,  It  not  iiicoiMSslcnl  with 
ibfl  Loan  muthontip,  eren  thooeh  wc  uiumeiJ  thit  Luke  <ru  familiar  with 
Ibe  oaa  coun«  of  evnil*  as  f.f. ,  Paul  ilr~.-tihic>  ihrm  in  Gti  3":  A  nun 
amy  ninly  Ix  (h«  fiiend  and  physicuin  of  a  great  churcli-lcaijcr,  without 
MotMully  *huing  or  <vtn  underita^iling  itl  his  rcligioui  opiniant  and 
villtout  •wcnliDiC  to  hia  cccloiaEliial  jy^licy  in  Ortiy  iciprcL  Luke  had 
■DOfc  in  Ut  mind  than  to  be  a  piotagonisi  of  Paul,  and  <•«  hare  nc  right  to 
4iinairf  thai  consdonsly  01  uncontdously  h«  must  <omc  into  line  with  the 
Bpotlle.    In  (pile  of  the  argumenlt  or  nihcr  the  anoiuplions  to  the  oonlmy,* 

*  Thii  idea  undnlin  (b*  crllleltint  pav«d  liy  Schurct  ITLZ.,  1906,  405- 
40$),  BouMrt  (TA'.,  1908,  iSs-io;).  and  CUiiien(7W..  i907.97-"3,  and 
H/.,  1910,  78o£i)  on  the  Lucan  hypotheiit  ai  argued  by  llaniMk  {BNT,  i. 
IStt,  TLZ.,  1906,  4«-468):  Wlndiieh  (ZlfT,  1908.  IJif.)  heiiuta 
diora  over  the  Indebtcdncu  10  jMcphiu.  The  Lucan  cake  li  faiiljr  put  by 
Sunloe  [Cl/D.  u.  I4i->S5)  in  new  of  the  former  icruplei.  By  ihcJi 
outncanl  claim*  on  litliatf  of  Luke  ajt  a  hlMonan  and  their  harmoniiine 
ttptlWim^l,  ccruervaliTc  crilio  have  often  played  into  the  hinda  at  Ihrii 
Mtpiica)  opponenij. 
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on  the  pait  of  contcrralive  *nd  ndlcftl  nillet  alllci!.  Si  ^net  iM  fbltow  I 
Acu.  if  wiUtcn  y-if  Luke,  must  laity,  hisloriatlly  and  thrologiciltjr,  wiiti  Piul, 
or  that  Lukc'k  tlEttcniclil<-  inMil  invmialily  fihibit  ^>rlkint;  (Ktccnxnt  wilb  iIm] 
■pmllc'x  cpixllci.     Luke's  object  wu  neither  lo  cuiro:!  nor  to  elucldile  I 
epUtles.     He  wu  nol  a  Tiulinisi  (cp.  Ilamack,  S/iTT.  i.  tyftt,  i 
ihough   he  )iul   tmn  «n   e)«-wilnru   of   C4Tt«in  cvcnl*,   thU 
necoauily  pievcni  him   from   describing  Uieio  ycu«  ancrwirdi  In 
tiiiloric  fuhion.     Tn  ■  iDO<lcm  mdcr  it  ilors  apprai  difficult  lo  ui>d«ntH)d1 
how  any  one  who  tud   thared   lo   ihe  fauUne  mluion  could  dttoibw  llw  | 
rclnlion  of  bapiiim  and  the  Spirit,  the  glouolnlia,  and  above  all  iIm  relatloa  ■ 
bclwecn  Paul  and  iht  pillii[-i|]o»lle>,  u  Luke  bsa  done ;  but  once  allowmce  j 
!•  made  for  Ihe  time  ai  which  and  Ihc  purpoM  (or  which  Luke  wrote,  vrtea  j 
the  idea  thai  he  ni  a  Paulinist  is  abandoned,  and  once  we  iccognue  Ihe] 
bvedom  wiih  which  he  itmied  the  aoute«t)ind  tndiliona  at  hi)  ditpoaal  tel 
Acta  M  toi  hit  gospel,  the  idmitted  diflicullic*  can  no  longer  br«ak  Ihrou^J 
the  lUoiv  thicket  of  linguiiiic  evidence  in  favour  of  the  Lucao  Milhonhip. 

Lukc'a  idc&tiulicin  of  Ihe  printiiivc  council  at  Jeiukalcm  doci  ttot  preveatl 
him  ttoei  mentioning  the  (hie  of  Aninioi  nnd  Sapphiia.  Nor,  allhoiigli  htl 
ignorci  Ihe  icene  at  Anlioch,  dots  he  hciitale  tu  Icll  how  Paul  lost  hit  teoRps] 
twice.  There  were  physidani  and  phyaiciant  amonc  Ihe  hiuoriw)*  of 
ancient  world.  One  of  Ihem.  Kolli  rnoiphoi,  ii  pilloried  bj  Ludan  (tdt  AuaI 
temcrib.  l6)  for  huring  written  a  rpsDifuor  it(y^v%ftr  to  bit  hiRoty  cJ  Uiel 
Parlhinn«,  in  which  he  vaunted  :  oJufor  tXtat  larp^  lirropiar  vuyipi^tt,  ef  yt  I 
d'AaiXqviAt  tUr  'AvfXXwfoi  Mr,  'Ari\yii/r  Si  Mourrtfynjt  nit  wAj^t  ruStlafl 
ipX"'-  t"  Acts  there  is  no  empty  rhetoric.  There  are  no  eulogiet  of  the  | 
early  Chriilians,  nol  even  of  Paul.  Luke  knew,  belter  even  ihaa  (be  aatbor  ' 
of  the  Fila  Agruolir.  what  l^ucinn  meant  when  he  ipoke  04  the  broad  (olf 
bclween  hiitoiy  and  panegyric  {oil  hitl.  ttnurit,  7,  ti  grtwif  t^  Irftif 
lui/HCToi  (sl  tiaritxiTot  4  wTOpla  T|>Ai  t&  lyi\iiuiii') ;  hi*  tilerary  tatte,  af 
well  ai  hli  lelljiioiu  feclitig,  prevented  htm  fiam  poinlinB  the  peal  apoule  id 
the  Gentile*  with  a  halo.  fl 

(i)  A  similat  considerAtion  beat*  upon  Luke's  treatment  of 
the  superiiatuniL  On  (he  one  hand,  the  presence  of  miracutous 
anecdotes  (cp.  Hamack,  BJifr.  iiL  133-161)  ic  no  proof  tluu 
they  are  unprimitive.  A  oomparuion,  f^.,  of  the  hiiCodcalj 
traditions  gathering  round  figures  like  St.  Patrick  or  eveaj 
Thomas  It  Bucket  will  thow  that  it  is  the  most  natural  thing  in  thai 
world  for  itich  stories  to  spring  up  within  a  man's  hfetime,  and 
the  mushroom  of  legend  appeared  under  certain  conditions  as 
rapidly  in  the  Eott  as  in  the  West.  This  applies  in  some  dc^ce 
to  the  miracles  in  Acts  as  well  as  to  those  in  the  gospels.  On 
the  other  hand,  thdf  presence  in  Acts  is  no  disproof  of  Luke^ 
authorship.*     He  took  most  of  them  from  his  available  sources 

*  Luke's  three  defects  as  a  hiMorian,  according  to  Hkniack  (SXT.  iO^ 
p.  uiix).  arc  credulily,  a  tendency  to  be  carrlcu  and  ineoeuisle,  and 
tendency  to  work  up  impoiUni  Hiuatioiu.    SliU,  he  adds,  "  Ich  heltc 
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inserted  iheni  (or  llic  .sake  or  brinjjing  out  it  point  vividly. 
Il  b  peychologkiilly  sccuiaic  to  hold  thai  even  the  s[iccial  class 
of  tales  abotii  dvmonic  posKrssion.  which  as  an  educated 
phjrncbn  he  might  be  supposed  to  have  disbelieved,  were 
accepted  bjr  him  on  the  score  of  his  Christian  beliefs  (cp.  J. 
Najrlor  in  ///.,  1909,  38-46 :  "  it  is  certain  that  the  phenomena 
be  vimessed  in  Christian  circles  made  it  ttay  for  htm  to  believe 
in  deinonsic  causes  of  diseases";  "be  was  led  to  believe  in  the 
power  o(  faith  in  the  sick,  and  of  personality  in  Paul  and  Oirist, 
to  wotk  marvellous  cures  and  do  mighty  works")-  The  super- 
naturalism  of  iloriex  like  a"-  5'"  ti"-  i6*"'  19'"-  and  lo**-, 
which  are  near  the  level  of  popular  Oriental  tales,  does  not  tell 
a^inEt  cither  the  likelihood  that  in  some  cases  a  nucleus  of 
Uatoric  fact  underlies  the  moral  apologue,  or  the  probability  that 
the  writer  (or  editor)  was  an  educated  man  who,  like  Luke,  must 
have  been  familiar  with,  e^.,  the  real  glossolalia  of  the  Pauline 
churches.  We  know  so  little  about  I.ukc  that  it  is  impossible  to 
determine  how  far  he  worked  in  the  spirit  of  the  advice  given  by 
Lucian  (Jt  hiit.  comcrib.  60)  to  his  friend  Philo :  «oi  /i^  ra! 
ful^  4*  Tit  rapuTciroi,  Xiicrf  Dt  fkiv^  of  ^r(>  irMToM'ccit  tratruit,  iXX 
tf  fiArif  Brriot  rott  uirut  if  iSiKuHriv  tiKaJTuvm  iripi  airov'  <rv  S* 
&MM«t  <a4  irpo«  oHirfpov  iTtipptvivrtpoi.  Probably,  his 
attitude  to  the  miraculous  stories  of  Acts  was  more  naive. 
There  is  no  bint  of  any  Blougram-like  reserve  in  his  method 
of  narrating  these  episodes ;  on  the  contrary,  we  can  feel  the 
same  realistic  and  materialising  tendenc>-  which  appears  in  his 
recasting  of  the  resuncction  stories.  There  is  little  foroc,  there- 
fore, in  the  argument  that  his  version  of  the  glosAolalia  in  a*^ 
couk)  not  have  come  from  an  eye-wilness  of  the  phenomena,  e^., 
at  Corinth.  Even  if  Luke  knew  the  latter,  ihix  would  not  have 
prevented  him  from  repeating  the  embellished  and  circumiianiial 
miracle  which  he  found  in  his  source.  "TTiai  it  involved  a 
miracle  attracted  rather  than  repelled  him.  .  .  .  He  loves  a  good 
miracle"  (P.  Gardner  in  Caitbridgt  Biblieai Eisays,  p.  390}. 

(f)  A  subordinate  aim  u  to  exhibit  the  ix>litical  inoflcnsive- 
ness  of  Chrisiianiiy.  Paul  is  never  formally  condemned  by  the 
Roman  authorities  (cp.  the  conduct  of  the  proconsuls  in  13'* 
i8t  etc,  and  of  the  Asiarchs  in  ig*');  Luke  skilfully  omits  any 

h" *"!*■  d«r  ^Mhiichm  Hiilorik   Uou  leincr  olfFnlund>i[cn  Gtbrecben 
■nd  Lacte^ubiKkcXvn  Aii  cintn  inptkubkii  BeiicliicniatiM.  SdirUtucllcf 
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allusion  to  ihe  three  occasions  when  he  had  been  Aogged  bf^ 
lictors  (3   Co    II**),  and   emphaxiMS   his   Roman  cibienshigx 
As  in  the  third  gospel  (cp.  e.g.   io^-^\  so  in  its  sequel,  the! 
historian  points  out  that  Christians  were  admittedly  loyal  (cp. ; 
ijiir.  ,5*;  J jm  ajiK.  ts  jgnj^  though  it  is  hardly  fanciful  to  detect 
in  his  references  to  i(«wia  or  the  authority  of  dvU   powen  j 
(in  his  gospel  4*''  II  Mt  4*.  >  '**  II  Mt  io«   ai**  ||  Mk  io«>  and  | 
Mt  ao*°)  a  less  favourable  view  than  (hat  of  Acts  (qk  £.  A. 
Abbott,  Uia/.  1565-1571),  where  the  allusions  to  Roounofficiali 
are  upon  the  whole  respectful  and  intended  to  be  irenJcal.     He 
b  careful  to  expose  the  hoUowness  of  Ihe  charge  of  sedition 
brought  against  Christians   especially  by  maloolent  Jews,  and : 
such  passages  further  contain  an  implicit  plea  for  the  toleration 
by  Rome  of  Christianity  as  a  rtJigi^  licila  no  less  than  of  the ! 
Judaism  from  which  it  sprang  and  of  which,  as  Luke  is  carc^l 
to  point  out,  it  forms  the  true  consummation. 

Thi*  undoncy  ia  obviout.  Abrcch  {TQ.,  1863.  84-t]4l  crcci  btld  (hat 
Acu  wu  the  defence  enleted  bff  I.ukc  it  Paul'i  irUl  before  Neto  on  ihc 
chug«*  of  34*  1  J.  Weils  lAbiuil,  54  f )  meat  moderately  tirinei  ont  ihe 
•uthor'i  aiafltatA  ilnli*  10  poilny  the  innocent  character  of  ChtiMianily 
in  Ticv  of  Ibe  luspicioru  Brouscd  in  pan  by  (he  charts  lerHlct)  U  1(  bjr 
Jew*  (qh  /^.  p.  31,  i  prtffi  of  iG^"  "Die  hochmiuigcfriapdiltnge 
AntchauunK,  die  in  der  Uenunclatlon  lum  Aiudiuck  homait,  wM 
(lachiilfltich  ElUitcnd  lumckgewitMO.  Die  Apoatel  tind  oicht  hoKtUnlcae 
Af«nMn  einri  oricnIalDchcn  Na(Son,  in  dcren  Dlrntle  tS«  cine  ■iu(tidi  nkhl 
■tafatdeBkllchc  Fropieuula  Uetben,  ac  dnd  ROmei  m  pit  w(e  die  Kicktct 
such  und  wollen  nach  romiichen  Recht  beiuleilc  werden.  Wai  abet  hiet  mo 
dm  ApiMlcIn  tri^tS  I*''  dat  clU  iffi  Sinnc  dtt  Verf.  vom  CbritUntfaDm 
nberhuipi ").  ! »  lar  u  thii  bean  «D  the  pcoblein  of  the  dale,  it  lesTca  any 
period  open  afict  Nero.  The  molive  would  be  as  relevant  ihodly  aAci 
DumlEiaa't  pcttecutloti  u  bclofc  it,  linee  the  nlirnieiit  ait(i<KaniMi  tern*  a(a 
the  ApocUypw  wu  by  no  mam  normal  among  conicmponty  Chruliiai.        H 

(lO  For  Luke's  remarkable  degree  of  accuracy  in  geographical 
political,  and  social  data,  it  is  sufficient  to  refer  to  the  essays  of 
Lightfoot  {Esiayien  '  Sttftmatural  Jiiiigitm'  1 889.  S9 1-301)  aiMl 
Vigoroux  {/«  Nouvtau  TtilamenI  et  /a  diamvtrta  areMioI^gt^ties 
mademtt,  Parts,  1S96,  pp.  183-331),  and  to  the  epoch-making 
rcseaichcs  of  Sir  W.  M.  Ramsay  (C/IE-,  chs.  ii.-viiL  etc.)! 
Still,  he  must  be  judged  by  the  canons  of  his  age,  and  in  the 
light  of  hb  opportunities.  Not  only  as  regards  the  origins  of  the 
Palcitioian  church  and  mission,  but  eren  on  the  earlier  part  of 
Faul^  career,  he  is  plainly  writing  at  second-hand.  As  the 
book  proceeds,  the  level  of  historicity  rises  on  the  whole.    The 
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Muer  Luke  comes  to  his  own  period,  the  less  liable  he  a  to  dis 
crepuicies  and  enors,  alihoufth  «>«»  here  the  ordinary  conditions 
of  the  period  must  be  taken  into  account  in  an  evaluation  of  his 
testimony  as  an  ejcwiineM.  For  the  first  part  of  the  story, 
hoiMter,  he  had  to  rely  upon  such  inrormalioo  of  primitive 
Christians  as  may  have  been  available,  or  upon  cenun  written 
sources,  t^.,  for  Stephen  and  Philip.  Thus  in  the  cbdes  to  «4iich 
he  had  access  it  is  altogether  likely  that  the  crisis  at  Antioch 
and  Jcnisalem  would  lumelimcs  be  viewed  very  differently  from 
what  Paul  considered  to  be  its  real  inwardnesi,*  and  the  lapse 
of  oearty  half  a  century  was  certain  to  alter  not  only  the  stand- 
point of  bis  own  judgment,  but  also  the  memories  upon  which 
he  drew.  Owing  to  distance  from  the  time  and  place,  he  was 
imperfectly  acquainted  with  much  that  irnntpircd  in  Palestine 
during  the  early  decades  of  the  Christian  movement.  But  here 
as  elsewhere  he  knew  more  than  he  chose  to  put  down.  His 
omissions  are  not  invariably  due  to  bck  of  available  knowledge ; 
Ihey  are  sometimes  intentional.  The  choice  of  episodes,  the 
raluive  scope  astigncd  to  them,  the  passing  over  of  years  cither 
■ilently  or  in  a  sentence,  tlie  ignoring  of  a  figure  like  Titus,  the 
indiflerence  towards  such  movements  of  Christianity  in  the  East 
as  Peter's  evangelisation  of  Asia  Minor  and  Paul's  mission  in 
North  Galatia, — all  tliese  phenomena  show  that  Luke  liad  no 
intention  of  writing  the  history  of  early  Chrisiianiiy,  and  that 
even  hb  reconstruction  of  that  history  requires  to  be  reset  at 
more  points  than  one. 

The  speeches  in  the  earlier  part  may  represent  not  untrust- 
worthily  the  primitive  JewishChristian  preaching  of  the  period 
(Peter,  i^«  a'*^«  a"**  4*-"  5**;  Gamaliel  s**)-  "To 
the  doctrinal  discoutxes  of  Peter  we  may  in  a  certain  sense 
grant  thai  they  faithfully  represent  the  primitive  preaching  of 
the  ncssiah  by  the  apostles,  and  that  so  far  they  possess  a 
certain  originality  "  (Orerbeck)-!  This  is  due,  not  to  any  verba- 
tin  reports  ot  Uelleoistic  veruons  being  available,  but  to  the 


'Cp.  Fntnkc'iMnilidpangnpliibSjr.  (i89o)668f.,WHl  J.  Wuschanet 
in  AW  i<V.tf(i898).  pp.  jia~74^ 

fCbMUt,  CrBtMUry,  pp^  i*>-IS9(pp.  l67f.,  on  Paul's  ipeccba). 

t  So  c*pcc>sll]r  Riehm.  tfi.  eit.  pp.  126 f.i  Chue,  sfi.  tit.  lojf ,  uid  W. 
Lodi  {Sxf.*  Tii  If  &-I90,  *  TIic  Chriiiotog}'  of  the  [filler  Chupicct  of  Acti '), 
Maj<lhiilT(rri"«f    ^  dit  fttrim.  Sckrifim,   aiS-133)  inakc*  tbaD,  at  well  u 
^liphw'i  aad  Paol'i,  free  compoailumi  of  Ibe  aulhat. 
SO 
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excdicnt  historicsl  schbc  of  the  author,  who.  while  following  the 
ordinary  methodti  of  niicicni  hi-'ctoriogmphy  in  th«  compoaition  of 
such  speeches,  wis  careful  to  avoid  niouldbn  and  shaping  hi* 
matcriaU  wiih  a  freedom  which  should  obliterate  the  special 
call  of  iheir  aim  and  temper.  These  mateiials  were  probably 
furnished  in  the  main  by  oral  tradition.  Preaching  so  con- 
tinuous u  we  know  that  of  PoCcr  to  have  been,  would  leave 
delinitc  reminiscences  of  its  general  type  and  tenor.  A  skil- 
ful writer,  having  access  to  circles  where  such  Jewish  Christian 
ideas  had  been  chenshed  and  silll  lingered  (e^.  John  Muk)^ 
would  find  little  difficulty  in  composing  discourses  such  as  these, 
which  would  harmonise  satisfactorily  with  (he  period  he  was 
engaged  in  depicting.  Of  the  later  speeches,  that  at  Miletus  is 
probably  nearest  to  a  sutnmary  of  the  original  words  of  Paul; 
the  others,  for  the  most  part,  reflect  in  the  main  Luke's  histork 
sense  of  what  was  appropriate  to  the  speaker  and  situation. 
Stephen's  speech  is  the  most  notable  exception;  it  obviously 
was  derived  from  a  special  source. 

The  letter  of  CUudiui  Lyiiu  lo  Felix  (Ac  i]*^)  might  i».ve  been 
vertudly  copied  (tom  the  uiii;in>l,  if  Luke  hail  had  nccrst  to  the  aichivts  or 
ptlvitG  pipetK  of  Fell).  Iniunces  of  thla  */«  not  unknown  (e,g.  StUuM, 
C<Uil.  34,  3  I  44,  Si,  but  they  ar«  extremely  rue.  and  the  more  p(ol«ble 
kypothciii  it  that  the  leltct,  like  Ihe  upceche*  of  the  history,  muiI  be  ascribed 
to  Luke  himielf,  in  eommon  with  the  univerul  practice  of  hit  tffi.  llic  wiw 
hold*  uue  of  the  letter  in  I5*''>(cp.  llutwck,  tfAT.  L  zi9-»3],  though  this 
document  piolnUy  cmbodlet  a  iouroc  u  iu  nucleu*  {at*  •bovo,  pp.  41-43). 

The  last-named  passage  opens  up  a  cluster  of  textual,  Utcrarr, 
and  historical  problems  which  have  a  profound  bearing  upon  (he 
authorship  and  authority  of  Acts.  The  problem  was,  what  arc 
the  conditions  upon  which  Gentile  Christians  can  be  saved,  i.e. 
participate  in  the  messianic  reign  of  Jesus  the  Christ?  The 
strict  Jewiah  Christians  of  Ihe  cspital  (rti-n  rwt-  Aira  t^  olfwi^fvit 
TWK  ^ofutraiiav  irewurTevx^rn)  insisted  on  circumcision  and 
complete  observance  of  the  Mosaic  law.  A  keen  controversy 
took  place  among  the  apostles  and  eldei^  Finally,  P< 
repudiated  this  claim  on  the  score  of  practice.  Facts  had 
already  proved  that  Gentiles  could  believe  in  Jesus  Christ  and 
receive  the  Spirit  which  guaranteed  membership  in  his  kingdom, 
without  submitting  to  the  law.  Barnabas  and  Paul  corroborate 
thb  from  their  own  cxp-nenrc  in  the  mittion-field,  while  James 
clindies  it  by  an  appeal  to  messunic  prophecy,  and  proposes 
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that,  though  the  claim  for  Irgal  submission  should  be  repudiated, 
ibe  Oeniile  Chtiatiani  should  be  enjoined  to  abstain  from 
<thiXo9vn,  al/ia,  rvucra,  and  ropt^iV*  A  formal  decree  {lio(n 
tf  wrnfuiTt  T^  <IyV  '""  W^')  'o  t**'^  cfTeci,  in  the  shape  of  a 
pastoral  epistle,  is  dispatched  to  the  Gentile  Christians  of 
Antioch,  Syria,  and  Cilicia.  The  course  of  events  is  not  so  clear, 
however,  as  at  first  tight  appears,  No  proper  motive  is  given 
for  the  sudden  interfeteiice  of  tlie  narrower  I'jilciiinian 
Qiriitians  with  the  church  at  Antioch  (:$').  Psydio logically, 
the  reaaion  would  oome  belter  after  n"";  it  is  difficult  to 
see  how  such  a  recrudescence  of  legalism  could  lake  place  after 
PctcT  had  settled,  as  he  is  said  to  have  done,  the  question  of  the 
rights  of  undrcumci.icd  Gentiles  to  membership  in  the  church 
(ti'*'*).  Furthermore,  ilie  decrees  of  is*"-  are  sent  not  to  the 
Pauliiie  churches  in  Lystra,  Ikonium,  etc.,  but  to  the  Gentile 
Christians  of  Antioch,  Syria,  and  Cilicia ;  and  if  they  were  merely 
meant  to  meet  a  local  emergency,  this  is  hardly  Luke's  concep- 
tion of  their  place  and  purpose. 

The  ulcnce  of  Pftui  in  G>l  1  upon  ibc  draee  of  Ae  15  tell*  a|p!n*t  ihe 
bbtoriciiy  o(  the  Utlcr,  it  the  toatloid  prohibition  vu  lu  main  mcBogc.  Bmi 
If  It  w«  ptomulK«td  U  the  JmmtrRi  eouiicil.  It  is  conccivtlile  Ihit  Paul 
tnlghl  h*T«  a|^e«l  to  »  number  of  eonccuiom  fo«  the  Mkc  of  prace  uul 
hacmoajr,  but  ' '  (hat  he  contrnleil  to,  ot  hoi  piny  lo,  >  itmajid  xhaX  hit 
coavcns ibonid  olwctvclheie  four  \tpi\  eonilliiona  it  not  only  dlsproven  tiy 
hit  mn  clear  words,  bot  by  the  >Incncc  of  atij  wch  ptecepC  ■□  liii  ictien  to 
Gentile chnnrbes on  ihl*  iiiitler'*<Ko(bet,  p.  {4).  If  he  hid  diitributed  the 
iecnt*  i>  I^ke  ay*  he  did  (16*],  It  may  be  quetiloned  If  he  ooQid  or  would 
luTc  urated  Ihem  in  hii  epiilln  u  a  quaKlill  n/gligetiU  (cp.  EBL  9t6f.; 
Vmcoa,  Stvry  »/ St.  Paul,  i3Sr,,  I5i(.|.  UnlcH,  thereroie,  Ihe  lutheottdty 
of  the  decree  or  Ihe  Lucan  lulhocship  is  to  be  abMidoned,  the  itlciTUtiTM 
•fipucntly  tit  (i.)  10  vlupt  llie  WeMem  reiding  of  Ac  IS,  >t  bu  been  done 
neatly  t^Hil|:enreld(^lf/:,  1SQ9,  tj8(.).G.  K«(ch  inacarrful  moDogftph 
(*  Da*  Apotleldcctcl  luch  teiner  luiserliBnoniiichen  T<»i;e*Iall,'  Tf/.  liii. 
3.  19011  ep.  Elf.''  ili.  S64'.),  and  Hainack  {HNT.  iii.  »48f,)]  or  (U.) 
•dbninK  to  the  ordinaiy  toil,  to  conjecture  ihdl  Luke  hu  anlolated  a 
decTEcl  which  only  came  inio  etittence  at  a  later  period  in  the  hittary  of  the 
JeniMlcni  church,  vil  lome  lime  lietwrcn  Plul's  compoiilion  ot  Galatiuii 

*  Haljry  (^5.,  190I.  IlSf,),  like  Bentlcy,  propotet  lo  rtad  vafiifCai  or 
X«^iat,  on  the  ground  ilial  Ilie  change  of  this  inio  wopntat  would  be  more 
InteUi^fale  ihan  via  vtrta,  and  thai  this  reading  i«  in  line  wiib  ifae  other 
aUiMiona  to  itiod. 

fThb  wai  Hunack's  fonncr  view  (cp.  SBBA.,  tS^?,  t6!tr.).  The 
Woieta  fc«io  B  rejected  after  careful  loutiny  by  Uiehl,  Coppjetert  {UB., 
t90}>M-S4)t*'>d  A.  Scebrr)- (/^  Aru^n  Wifunddti  AftHtUttnt,  1906^ 
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knd  CoiifiihliBi  on  ih«  one  huid  and  bU  vrival  ()t**l  at  Jcnnlcn  et 
tbc  otliec  <M\  c>pccially,  Welnlckei,  AA.  i.  mi.;  Crlaim,  SK.,  iSta 
6nf.  1  McGiffot,  A  A.  lljr.  1  von  Dobichuu,  f.Vi.  151  f.  i  R.  Knopf.  £^71 
i.  1.  6j ;  Bounet ;  Dichl,  ZNH'.,  1909,  177-196),  in  any  case  piior  l«  the 
composllion  of  ihe  Apocaty|uc  (1").  The  decree  would  Ihui  be  ihe  work  (rf 
Jametand  his  puty.  uhcihn  brought  down  ta  Aciioch  by  the  cmiuaiiesol 
the  furcier  (McGilTcrl,  Ibcon)  01,  more  ptubaUly.  jiioinulgalrd  at  Rome  lata 
poiod.  It  a  noticaibic  that  in  ai'  Jamei  lelit  i'aut  about  it,  ai  if  the  Uittt 
had  not  hean)  of  it  before.  Tbi*  tells  in  faront  of  the  sccood  hypolbab,  u 
acainft  either  the  formct  or  the  bolder  conjecture  thai  Gal  i''"  did  not  idn 
to  the  (Mneof  Ac  15  at  all  (ice  above,  pp.  loof.). 

The  Western  rorm  of  t  j*,  which  omiti  (lo  WeUhauteo)  noI  rvurrdr  and 
in«erti,  between  rapnlat  and  &',  iha  words  lol  5#«  ii*t  MX«r<  hwati  fUn$ui 
iripif  liti  iroi(;i'.  i^',  wiili  ^fliitrtei  tr  ry  ^yif  vrttfuttx  between  w^ifnt  and 
tppurBi,  cannot  have  arisen  later  than  ttie  middle  of  the  second  ceniuiy.  aj  it 
1*  ([uanuitectl  not  only  in  D  hut  In  IrrnKua  [lii.  11.  14),  Teii'iltian  lift  fuJit, 
til,  and  Cyprian  ( Ttsiim.  iii.  1 19).  On  (he  other  hand,  i1  ictciDbla  a  moral 
calccbiam  rather  than  the  deciec  in  its  historical  aetting.  and  its  seoondHy 
character.  a«  compared  with  the  canonical  teii,  I*  (ality  uliviout.  lit  ptotCM 
Bguntt  the  eiai^tatioa  of  the  ccrcioanial  law,  at  the  expense  of  it*  ethical 
tlemcnll,  wal  bolh  timely  |cp.  4  Mac  j"***  1  Schtlrer.  Gjy.  a.  464 f.)  and 
in  accoid  with  the  principle*  of  Jeaiia;  but,  Inilead  of  the  amlilj^uoua 
(diiiXMiwar,  iiiu\n\arp€ia  would  h«»c  been  more  •ppojitc.  The  '  Western  * 
leading  a voida  the  dillicutty  of  the  lUperHuuui  nmuv  kflcr  aba  (in  seUM 
of  '  laallnj!  blood'),  and  also  of  undciaandlnc  bow  Paul  could  Ix  lilcnl 
on  the  decree  in  Cal  a.  Such  injunctions  would  only  be  the  obriout  ethical 
iiiaximt  of  ihcChiiittan  calechiim  (atfut  =  murder).  Bat,  on  the  other  hand, 
thii  neutral  inter  pi  elation  blunu  the  point  of  the  coundl,  and  niakea  ll  httd 
to  aee  how  the  CDntio^eny  could  hare  attained  the  proportiotu  of  Gal  >"'. 

Thia  difficulty  ia  bound  up  with  anoihet,  rcUiini;  to  the  vitit  of  Panl  to 
JeruuIeiD  in  ii*'-ii*.  The  omission  of  this  visit  in  Ga.1  {"-a"  hat  earned 
keen  pcrpleiity  to  editoi*  of  Act*  and  of  that  epitlle.  Why  did  Bull  {MM  it, 
over  ?  Not  Uenute  it  wu  too  harried  and  abort  (Uitetl),  nor  bccauBC  he* 
wai  pfcvcDied  from  piuii,  perhaps  at  t)te  lad  moment  (so,  t^.,  Meaadct, 
Meyei),  nor  bccauK  Ihe  cnvuyi  prmlcnily  (topped  id  Judicc  |ao,  t^.,  Crcdocfi 
lltcek,  in  coniradiciion  to  11'}.  Such  harmonistie  eapedienti  arc  lui 
sailttkciory.  It  would  be  fairer  to  a/guc  that  Paul,  in  writing  Galuiaaa, 
aimed  not  at  K'^'"!!  any  complete  chronicle  of  hit  vUila  to  Jcnuakn,  btK 
only  at  inenliuniiii;  those  which  allected  his  claim  to  a  divine  oxnnduion 
independent  of  the  twelve.  The  two  visiu  at  which  this  was  oaltcd,  Of 
iiiighi  be  tupi^ued  to  have  been  calkd.  in  queiiion,  were  hit  tiiit  (Gal  1") 
and  hii  third  (Gal  »"■).  The  second  visit,  recorded  in  Ac  it"  is",  afforded 
no  chance  of  miscuncvpiion ;  hii  character  and  doctrine  wne  not  in  lUapate 
then,  aad  the  Galaiiant  needed  no  ciplidt  description  of  that  jounxy. 
Hence  he  could  pus  it  oto,  in  hi*  rapid  aurvey,  at  having  no  bearing  oa 
the  aathority  and  independence  of  hii  goapel  (to,  f^.,  Godct,  Hon,  Light- 


*  Rcnan  thinks  that  Baxnahoa  alose  conveyed  the  lAa/mia,  and  Ztmmer- 
manndcletn  col  Sai/\n{SX.,  1901,  454}. 
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Wmm,  O.  n.  Gilbert,  Steincniuin'i  Ai/atmartttU  d.   Ca-'afetirif/ti, 
f.).    ThiiB  ■  lq{ilinwtD  hypothctlo.     Pxul  it  niit  writing  >  protocol  oi 

la  Gal  >-i,  which  u'ould  be  Islulied  u'cre  he  to  omit  anjr  vitit  to  the 
jewub  capdlal ;  alt  ihu  his  arunmeiii  requires  is  a  note  of  the  occaiioni  when 
he  was  brou|;hI  into  mntact  with  ihe  >|)uiill«  u  Jeruulem,  and  of  ihit  there 
n  no  mention  in  Ac  1 1",  which  leenu  tvca  to  exclude  Iby  the  reference  to 
tit  ttdmi  toy  (ooiniunicalion  beiwnn  them  and  Ihe  Ciliciaii  cvun^eliit. 

Thaw  who  UT  (bKoliil'ied  with  ihit  have  the  chnice  of  ih««  altetnilives. 
W  Thcf  ouy  delete  the  viiil  of  Ac  ll"  13*  at  unhiilorical  (m,  t.f.,  Zcller, 
Overbeck.  llilgenfeld,  Wcioackei,  Salstier,  B.  Wcim,  Jiihchor.  Clemen's 
Am/su,  i.  11  jf. ;  Foiba},  wheihcr  ibc  hiitoiian  oanftued  (II.  J.  Iloluniitnn) 
ibe  Tiilt  o(  Gal  3'  with  the  collection  visit  of  1  Co  16'  (which  i*  therefore 
|au(d  over  a>  Ac  19").  M  whether  he  inteitcd  II"  and  ij"(wiih  li"-""! 
ctraMOul;  in  the  lource  which  lay  before  him  (Wen4l.  SA'.,  1891,  170 f,). 
Othcis,  t^.  Spitta  (t79f.»,  rfli^idcrcr  {Ore.  i.  4^1.),  Schwsiti,  and 
McGtfTert  (AA.  ijol.)  improve  upon  ihU  by  tuppoiiini;  (A)  that  the  viiil  ol 
It*  tl*  wa«  Kully  the  ume  u  thu  of  I ;"- ,  and  thit  Lake,  findins  thetc  two 
ilIBi  11  III  nuiUive*  of  what  was  the  nme  event,  Kuiipatcd  them  to  refer  to 
4IBcnM  ineidentt.  Thli  ii  not  impouible,  but  the  two  nartaiikct  arc  hardly 
[»iallel  enough.  The  object  of  the  one  viut  ii  the  conveynnce  of  fundi; 
the  object  of  the  other  is  to  have  a  i|iiettioii  of  [eli|;ioui  principle  decided. 
This  consldetali'in  rules  out  with  equal  certainty  [')  the  bolder  and  even 
IcM  probable  hj'pathcdt  which  identities  11"  tl"  (not  ij")  wilh  Gal  l'-" 
(m.  t.g..  Bclier,  Sini.  t68f.  ;  Rainxay,  Weber,  Cuija)ir,  after  Kritoebe's 
O^um/4,  1J3  f.).  I.uke  never  alludes  to  the  circumcision -problem  or  In  any 
WMsble  uver  the  Gentile  Christian* :  there  is  not  a  syllable  about  the  pteMnce 
cf  John,  r«le>,  aod  James  (as  in  Gal  1"') ;  the  relaiiie  prominence  of  Paul  in 
lb*  line  paui^et  I*  too  difletcnl  10  admit  of  both  referring  la  the  «me  event, 
even  wlieti  doe  Rllowance  is  made  for  ihe  ruilural  emphasis  on  hi*  own 
penonality  in  the  opitllej  and  it  Ls  unlikely  that  the  circumcision '<|ucstioQ 
Muld  acaln  etnerge  and  be  decided  (at  in  Ac  15).  aiter  it  had  been  once 
•Mtied  (a*  io  Gal  ><-"■  ^  sec  above,  pp.  lOof.).  (if)  It  is  enough  to  mention* 
the  idcAlilicatkm  of  Paul's  visit  (In  Gal  2"- )  wilh  the  fourth  recorded  by  Luke 
(vibin  Ac  18").  The  visit  of  Ac  ij'^  would  then  be  paased  a«e>  by  hul- 
as iiwiiiiiiin  which  may  be  described  u  incredible. 

f  7.  7&  text. — The  remarkable  phenomena  of  the  '  Western ' 
test  had  been  already  noted  by  earlier  NT  critics  tike  Simon, 
Hug,  and  Credner  (Einl  i.  451-519^),  as  well  lu  by  Ijigarde 
in  hb  monograph  dt  //T  ad  veniaitum  eritntaiium  fidem  edttida 
I1857X  And  the  problem  of  their  origin  and  value  has  been 
investigated  by  A.  Reach  (Axraj>ia,  pp.  30  f.),  J.  R.  Harris  {A 
Stwify  of  Codfx  Bits,  1891 ;  Jvur  Lettum  on  the  IVttttm  Text, 

*S(i.t-t:  Kihler,  Vtrmtk  abtr  du  Abfvitiitpuii  itr  tfiu.  Sikrifitn  im 
A^ra.abr<f/M<^/«(iS30),  pp.  yf.  ;  Wieseler's  Cii"ni/p/j>(pp.  |S4{.),  and 
Benbcao,  Enif  Btrntrhuitm  iiitr  du  SItIk  6W  t  u.  I'Ar  ftrtiltniu  tup 
A/gnfUMti  ( 1  SS4)<  PP-  3  '■  Cp.  Baut**  critique  of  Wiescler  in  7XW.  /oAri, 
(■8«9}4S7-48o>sndM.  Meineru  on  Aci^andGala"(^^.  1907,  39i-4(»), 
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1894),  F.  H.  Oaxe(71^()M  ^riae  EUmettt  in  the  ttxt  of  Coda 
Btsa),  and  Ranvtay  {CRE.,  ch.  viii.),  amongst  others  {cp.  HS'T. 
6ttt).  The  bearing  of  tbc  question  upon  the  third  gospel  and 
Act*  was  brought  to  the  front  specially  by  F.  BiiUK,  who  in  a 
series  of  monographs  {SK.,  1S94,  86-119;  NKZ.,  1895,  JiaC; 
Htrmalhfna,  ix.  t>if.,  191  f.;  SK.,  1896,  436 f.,  1S98,  539 f., 
1900,  5f.)  argued  that  Luke,  like  several  anci<:nt  authon,  rc' 
edited  his  works,  and  that  the  Western  tcxl  represents  the  church- 
edition  of  the  gospel  and  the  lirst  draft  of  Acts-  The  theory 
won  the  suppoit,  more  or  less,  of  Hilgenfetd  {ZH^T.,  1896, 
6i5f.,  1899,  i38f.,  and  in  his  edition  of  Acts),  Belscr  (TQ., 
«897i  303^-  etc.).  Haussleiter  {TAeoI.  Lit.  Blall.,  1896,  pp. 
io5f.>  Drasckc{/»'7'.,  1894,  i9if.),  Zockler  (in  Greifixmxldtr 
StuJitH,  1895,  pp.  i39f.),  and  Nesltc  (ChrittUtkt  Wtlt,  1895,  ■ 
pp.  304 1;  SK.,  1896,  pp.  103  f.;  Einf.  pp.  56  f.,  186  f.J;  it  is  | 
rejected  by  Ramsay  (^jr/.'  i.  pp.  ii9f.,  inf.,  vL  pp.  4tiof.), 
Chase  {Crilual  /ieinew,  1894,  303-305),  Page(C/a».  /itv.,  1897, 
ai7).Bcbb(/>A  iiL  164-165),  Schmiedel (£ J»'.  L  50-56),  Julichcr 
{EinJ.  g  31),  and  Jacquicr  {IJ^T.  iii.  178-184),  amongst  others, 
mainly  on  the  ground  ihal  (i.)  the  phenomena  of  the  '  Western' 
text  are  not  confined  to  the  Lucan  writings;  that  (ii.)  they  are 
not  homogeneous,  but  represent  different  strata ;  that  (iiL)  the 
'  revised '  text  of  Acu  and  the  '  original '  text  of  the  third  gospel 
cannot  be  reconstructed  with  certainty  (compare  the  diRerencrt 
between  Ililgcnrdd's  text  and  that  of  Blass' <4>Yii  Apoitolomm 
itiundum  fortnam  qua  videtur  romaHam) ;  and  (hat  (iv.)  the  later 
origin  of  the  'Western'  text  appears  in  several  places  {e.g.  5** 
addition  of  Itings  and  lyrantt).  Theie  and  other  reasons  for 
inaiDt^ing  the  secondary  cliaracter  of  the  Western  text  arc 
put  especially  by  Harnack  (SBBA.,  1899,  pp.  i5of.,  1900, 
pp.  af.),  Boussct  (7"J?.,  1898,  410-414),  Corssen  (GGA.,  1896, 
pp.  4>5r.,  1901,  pp.  t  f.,  in  reviewing  Hit(;.'s  edition  of  Acts), 
B.  Weiss,  'der  Codex  D  in  dcr  Apgcschichlc'  {TU.  xvii.  i, 
pp.  51-107),  von  Oobschiiti  {LC,  1895,  601  f.,  1897,  385^), 
H.  C<^pi«iers  {De  Hiitoria  Textut  Adomm  Apoit»hrum  du- 
tertath,  1901),  and  Schmiedcl  (EBi.  59-56),  from  the  standpoint 
of  textual  criticism.  D  may  have  occasionally  (cp.  Znhn's  Eiml. 
§  59)  prescr^-ed  the  original  reading,*  but  as  a  whole  it  cannot 

'  AcoanJing  to  A.  Pod  (Or  atttidiaitdiiilU  Ttai  drr  AffruiidUt  imW 
Ur  Ifir-fmili.  1900),  bfcuuK  (he  tAiUit  had  m(Y)|  M  (he  Wc-Bomce  or  Acu 
I^uU  which  underlie*  (he  canomcal  AcUl 
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he  atcribed  to  the  author  or  Acu  (see  Harnack's  final  reply  in 
r£Z.  (1907)  396-401,  based  on  a  fresh  examination  of  the  D 
text  in  Ac  1-7)1. 

If  Uiv  WtM«ra  im  or  tt*'*  be  the  originil  dun  (fr  3i  voU^  l>oX\|. 

am,  aifH^Tfcuiitrur  tl  l))iiii  t^  iti  ii  airOr  it6iian  'Ayaflti  titm^rur  tr\.  ; 
K>  Blua.  Pflcidnn,  Hili;ci>ffltl,  ZoJin.  ftc],  ■  ilrang  tiglii  ii  thrown  npon  tli« 
pcnonalily  of  the  wniii.  Ilctc  ilm  nv  i«  not,  *»  in  ihc  Utn  liair  of  Acli, 
hill'*  coDipMiioiu,  but  the  Chiisiinn  community  of  Aniioch.  Contojuenily, 
if  tU*  bcJated  occuTrrnce  nf  littdt  is  to  be  taken  along  with  the  olhrn,  u  11 
moM  naiuni,  ihe  wiiicr  plainly  canvrys  the  impreulon  ihxt  ho  hiniwlf  was  a 
OuMHD  of  Aotiocb.  irhii:h  is  not  imptobahle  (cp.  llunaek,  BNT.  L  ai  f.) 
(or  oChcT  rcMOni  (cp.  the  iradiiiun  in  Kiu.  H.  E.  iii.  4,  and  Jcromci  mr. 
Mint.  7,  '  Lucas,  incdK'iu  uniiuclicnj^u').  But  the  kttln  Ikcl  It  not  bound 
np  wUb  thit  tcadiog,  which  may  be  due  to  a  teriiec  who  mshed  to  cmphaiise 
the  iimdition  in  qucslion. 

One  or  two  cases  of  displacement,  due  to  copyists,  may  be 
noted.  Thui  4",  whicli  ia  an  erratic  block  as  it  lies,  originally 
came  after  4*' ;  5***  has  been  displaced  (cp.  Laurent,  J^TStudien, 
138-139)  from  between  5'*  and  5";  ihcre  is  quite  a  case  for 
Cmner's  {£xo,v/iVii  el  Criiua,  v.,  1896,  34-40)  suggestion  that 
l^S-ai  originally  followed  iS'*-** ;  14*,  unless  it  is  an  early  gloss, 
lay  before  14'  (Wendt,  cp.  /f^'T.  671);  and  it*  has  been  dis- 
placed from  its  ute  between  16**  and  16**  (Nestle,  Philologica 
Sacra,  54;  Wcndt ;  MofTatt,  IINT.  676).  Such  phenomena, 
taken  togetlier  with  the  fact  that  by  the  middle  of  the  second 
century  {f.t.  within  fifty  years  of  its  compoution]  divergent 
recensions  of  the  text  were  current,  might  suggest  that  Luke  did 
not  publish  the  book  himself,  while  the  roughnesses  of  the  extant 
text,  which  have  set  correctors  early  at  work,  prompt  the  con- 
}ecture  that  the  author  did  not  manage  to  revise  his  Snrnfot 
A0)s>c  for  purposes  of  publication. 

%  8.  Datt. — (Hamack,  ACL.  ii.  i.  146-150 ;  J.  A.  Cross,  ET. 
»>■  334-336,  413-415,  xiii.  43-4'')-  As  Acts  b  a  sequel  to  the 
third  gospel,  and  as  the  latter  was  written  after  a.d.  70,  the 
ttrmiiuit  a  ^tio  for  the  composition  of  the  £fi^t^)o«  Xiyot  is 
determined  without  further  ado.  The  time  which  elapsed 
between  the  two  has  been  vajiously  calculated  (nine  or  ten  years, 
Renan),  but  it  is  impossible  to  draw  any  safe  inferences  on  this 
point  from  the  more  dc\-cIopcd  phase,  e.g.,  of  the  resurrection- 
stotics.  If  Luke  used  Joscphus  (sec  abow,  pp.  19-31),  t*"* 
Itrminui  a  fuo  of  both  his  work*  could  not  be  earlier  than 
AmD.  94.    On  other  grounds  the  older  Tiibingen  school  relegated 
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Acts  to  the  reign  of  Tnijan  or  Hadrian  ^  ZeUer-0\-eTbeck :  iL 
167-184;  Schwettler,  HauNiMtli,  followed  b]r  Krenltel,  Roveni 
/JVT.  105  r.,  Schmicdcl  in  £Bi.  49-50,  and  Baljon)^  Pi^eiderer, 
S.  Davidson  (M'/*.  ii.  76-176),  and  Mutinau  {.S*at  <>/ AutAarity, 
367)  condescend  on  A.D.  1 10-110  i  but  others  6jt  on  the  beginning 
ofthc  second  (so,  Aj'.,VoIkmftr,U'ciis<lckcr,Holtzmann,JacobMn. 
Renan :  iv.  ch,  xix. ;  JuUcher,  Wrede,  Butkiit),  or  the  dose  of  the 
finl  century  (bo,  f^.,  Wendt,}.  Wci&s,  Pcake).  It  is  impossibte  to 
go  eailier  than  c.  a.o.  100,  if  it  is  allotrcd  that  Luke  knew 
|osephus  ijrjiith  Wan  before  a.o.  80;  Aniiq.,  a.o.  93-94).  In 
this  event  he  must  have  been  ahout  Bcventy  when  be  wrote  Acts, 
which  is  by  no  means  impassible  or  even  improbable.  Wh«n 
(he  dependence  on  Josephus  is  given  up.  Acts  falls  to  be  dated 
within  the  Domitianic  period  (so,  e^.,  Schlelermachcr,  Martgold, 
Kejm  i.  63;  Hilgenfeld,  Reuss,  McGiffcrt,  Loning"*  Gtumndt- 
ver/assMitf;,  6)  ;  J.  R^Sville,  La  orixines  ie  tifisiofiat,  43-44  ; 
Bacon,  Ramsay's  Sl'T.  386  f. ;  Spiiu),  perhaps  even  as  early 
ts  t.  K.D.  80  (Ewald,  Bleek,  Adeney,  Hamack,  Sanday**  Imfirth 
Hen*  1894,  31S-330;  Gilbert)  or  the  eighth  decade  of  the 
centuty  (Banlct,  a.d.  71-74 :  Headlam,  Zahn).  We  may  ic 
oonstnict  Luke's  tiierary  activity  Tou;{hly  as  follows :  Between 
A-D.  (jo)  55  and  65  he  wrote  his  memoranda  of  Paul's  traveb ; 
later,  between  a.d.  80  and  90,  the  third  gospel ;  finally, 
c.  A.o.  100,  he  worked  up  his  memoranda  into  the  book  of  Acts. 
Unless  the  JoEcphus-tcfcrcnccs,  however,  in  the  gospel  are 
subsccjuent  additions,  the  ttrst  of  his  works  may  also  need  to  be 
placed  towards  the  end  of  the  first  century. 

The  notion  thAt  Acl*  most  bsre  been  written  immediately  arier  llie  cwMt 
noonled  at  lit  cloat,  i.i.  prior  to  A.I>.  70,  (talunitljr  ipruig  up  early  in  (be 
church  (ep.  Eiu.  U.  E.  iL  ii.  6},  through  Jerome  (wj'r.  imtuitr.  j :  ddidk 
uolumeD  cgT«^um.  quod  Hlulo  apoatoUorum  wpHtttr  pncnoiAiur.  Cuaut 
hlUoria  luqae  ad  biennium  Kotiue  ooanmorAiitit  PmuU  pcruenil,  id  cm  wqae 
kd  quutam  Ncioni*  Annum.  Ei  quo  inlelligimiu  b  eadem  utbe  libnim  cu« 
compoailum).  It  atill  find*  luppoctera.  *^.,  in  Godet,  Salmon,  Ailonl 
(A.I>.  63),  Rcndall,  Baide  (C«m«i.  508-583),  Gloag  (a.I).  61-64^  Bdwr 
(a.0.  63),  BiipiDg,  Comely,  R.  B.  Kackham  l/TS.,  1899,  76-S7),  Dawton 
Walkci  {Cifi  t/  T^Mgua,  etc.  AD.  6S-70),  Cotluy  (A.O.  64).  Btui,  and 
Jao^uler,  while  llamack  (BNT.  lii.  19»-197)  has  Ncmlly  chom  tadbciwaih« 
problem  al  tome  lengili  in  ord«t  "  to  wtra  crilici  agAiail  •  MM  hasty  dOM^ 
of  llio  chfonolociot  ijunliun."  Tlw  moat  pUuiitilo  argumnit  in  ila  hvont  It 
dnwn  from  the  bit  verK  of  the  Ixxik.  Luke,  it  i«  held,  wroia  im  awrt 
btiiaute  ha  knew  do  more  1  when  h«  wrote,  Paul  wai  itill  in  hit  two  y«An' 
detention,  or  at  Imh  still  alive.    Thli  bccon««  more  aifuabte,  if  be  a 
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wppoieJ  U  hare  plmoeit  ■  Ihitd  volaine  |  bat.  M  (och  a  hjrpolbesi*  it 
uitUnabl*  (iM  above),  wc  inii*i  Ul  (nick  cm  thr  pcniiion  iliai  he  bioughl  Acd 
op  to  date  and  iuucd  il  u  It  wu.  This  pica,  itiai  if  he  hod  known  of  Paul'* 
mutTtdoBi  or  tcltait.  h«  muit  have  nx^lioncd  il,  doa  not  flow  frum  the 
ilcuciuic  ni  the  book,  however.  At  a  maitei  of  (acl,  Paul  nu  nM  leleMcd. 
Both  Lake  and  hi)  rcwlen  piotmbly  knev  that  the  apMlle  hod  poiihcd  al  the 
end  of  tbc  lw<i  <fr*n'  rt^ltnc*  In  Romi ;  tht  hiuniian  tiail  u  lilile  interest 
la  pwDliontnc  It  at  In  mpprcuing  )l ;  he  cIokx  on  the  ringing  clioid  oi 
djothiwt,  bcaiue  be  had  now  depicted  the  etublishment  of  Gentile 
Cbrittknily  in  Home  under  Ihc  aunpicn  of  hU  heio.  Paiil'i  marlyrdoni  was 
as  tmlerant  lo  him  ai  Peter'i.  Act*  ii  not  a  biognphy  of  Paul,  but  a  iketch 
oftbe  eMly  church  wrtiicn  fiom  a  ipecial  Mandpoint  and  for  a  tpedal  object  | 
lb*  omlMion  of  any  leferencc  to  Paul't  aulHc<|uent  fuilunet  only  bceonie* 
peipleijng  to  iboie  who  poiist  in  reading  into  Acti  an  aim  which  the  author 
iileer  eontrmpltted.  from  the  iiandpiiinl  <»(  Ri»darn  lealism  it  would  no 
donbl  be  more  laiiifiKtory  lo  have  Ihc  book  rounded  off  by  an  acoouot  of 
PuA't  death  :  but  to  eipeci  luch  a  linale  ii  to  mioead  the  currents  of  tb« 
piMediat  UMiailve,  Thui,  even  If  (he  evidence  for  Ihc  |iott  a.ix  7odate«f 
Ihc  (Utd  go(pd  and  lor  Luke'i  use  of  Joiephui  could  beielaaide,  there  would 
not  be  cDllicieiit  internal  evidence  lo  ntabUih  a  terentb-decade  date  for  Acta. 
The  olhei  aiijuiiienl,  tliat  If  Luke  bad  written  Utei  he  woulil  have  been 
HuewkiMwanduePauri  epiiilci,  and  in  thiiwny  would  have  avoided  tome 
cfllwditnepande*  between  theie>nd  his  own  work,  ii  equally  in  leeaie.  The 
PwMocepUlIca  were  not  nitlely  ciiculaied  even  by  the  oprnlne  of  the  tecond 
otattojr,  and  in  any  event  Luke  lecnu  to  tuve  had  no  Inlerot  in  Paul  u  % 
kitcf-wriler'.  So  tai  ai  Acti  ia  concerned,  Iht  apoUlo  might  never  have 
wfitun  as  «p*tle  at  all :  it  wa»  the  chuichet  who  were  to  Luke  Paul't  epiwiea 
(iCo)*).  No*  sat  Lulic  careful  even  in  his  own  woikt  (cp.  Lk  I4ind  Ac  t) 
lo  avoid  ^ipaient  (cp.  Bacon,  £;c^.'vii,  354-161)  dItcrrpMcies.  "There 
ue  *tnn|[e(  things  in  the  Act*  than  the  appearance  of  contradlctln);  St.  lUul't 
e[HiiIei.  There  arc  the  conindiclloni  (appnicnt  or  real)  of  the  OT,  of  the 
writd'aown  compel,  and  of  the  Ixwk  of  Aclsilielf"  (Croat). 

1 9.  Tt-aeu  iit  early  Christian  iittratun.—{SR.  567-584 ; 
/xller,  L  93-164;  Ltnpoldt,  GK.  L  197  f.)  As  Luke'*  two 
volutnes  were  dedicated  10  ThcophiluB,  evidently  a  man  of  poHi- 
lion  and  meint,  it  i*  mote  than  probable  Ihat  the  latter  would 
anange  for  iheii  circtilation.  This  was  the  recognised  practice 
of  the  time.  Thc/d/wiiiiM/ri^rr' often  undertook  to  hare  copies  ol 
the  book  made  by  librarii  at  his  owfn  expense,  and  thus  its  intro- 
duction to  wider  circles  was  facilitated  (cp.  t^.  Mart.  iii.  >.  16, 
ni.97.13;  Cicii4/^ff.xiL4o.  1).  No  traces  of  Acts  are  visible, 
homvo,  until  at  least  the  second  decade  of  the  setx)nd  century. 

desk  Roan,  a'  (4'>w  iiihrrn  4  Xa^|!liia»e()  il  meiely  an  altuiion  *  lo  an 
I  clicBbiling  through  piimiiive  Chiitlianily,  which  chanoes  to  be  cited 

*So  Did.  t*=Ac  is"'  **,  and  the  ute,  aittibuced  by  Ilegetipput  to  Jamct 
the  jMtf  of  the  lofpon  preserved  in  oui  canonical  Lk  a]**  (Ac  7*^ 
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In  Ac  90**;  Clem.  iS*zAe  tj"  reflectt  the  use  of  »  common  loaroe,  and 
ullRhl  coincidences  like  Clem.  S*  '=Ac  i",  Clem.  59'=Ac  rf*  we  quite 
fonuitous.  *  In  view  of  (he  rabbinical  use  of  ihc  phnse  M  jv  I*  iii  mvk  //ma, 
the  echo  of  Ac  l"  In  l^n,  Mapi,  s'  bconmei  more  apparent  than  real,  Up« 
■he  other  hand,  Ac  >**  doct  ippcac  to  have  been  in  the  mind  of  the  wiiler  of 
Polyk.  I*  (ti  4><ipt>  b  6(Ai  Xi'irat  rAt  titTirai  rsD  fivv)  i  it  is  no4  wvj  tv 
luppote  iliai  the  tirlking  niisiranilaijnn  of  'Sin  wm  made  fndcpendtnil)'.  If 
to,  Icuer  cefcrcnces  oi  reminJKcnou  may  be  teen  in  Poljrfc.  l'  (fiJft  ^ 
livinx  and  a(«i)sA«  \tf*  perhaps,  and  in  Polyk.  fi*=Ac  7",  u  ««a  m 
{|<ioh*yy)lt>  Polyk.  iti^Ac  3*  S"  16".  Sicnllatly  Ac  17*^  U  cclwediB 
Dioga.  3,  Tatian  {Oral,  ad  Gr.  4),  and  Aihenaeorai  (Z^f.  Ij);  vhile  Ac  7*" 
tcfois  repr'xluccd,  like  I.k  I*,  in  the  epislte  of  the  V'ienne  and  Ljra*it  chUTChrt 
— which  throw*  back  the  compntUion  of  the  book  lr>to  the  flnl  half  01  evca 
the  fitil  quBitct  of  the  Kcond  ccniuiy.  IrcDccus  and  the  Muniorian  Caaoa 
atlnl  ill  repute  aa  Kripture  in  the  WcMnn  church,  lik«  Tciliillian  in  (he 
church  of  Africa,  and  Oeraenl  in  Alckandria.  lu  hUlory  In  the  Aleundrba 
church,  lofethet  with  the  fut  that  its  ten  could  b«  to  fctcly  altered  ai  in  the 
D  icvi^n,  ihowa  llwl  in  lome  quarten,  however,  Acii  nat  not  considered 
7jM^  by  the  middle  of  the  i«cond  century.  What  helped  eveeiliaatlj  to 
populaiue  Itf  and  to  win  ranonicai  pmiieewu  it*  ecctesiuti<»l  emphaal* 
on  the  apMlln  and  Paul  aa  leader>  <>f  the  caihulic  church — ■  init  which 
became  particularly  grateful  in  the  contruveriy  with  Matdon.  "The  book 
WBi  canoniied  liriC  of  eUI  as  a  lupplcmcnt  lo  the  catholic  epiitlea, — to  nuke 
np  for  tlie  fad  that  many  of  the  Bponllci  had  left  nu  wtiiingt  behind  them, — 
and,  In  the  second  place,  as  a  link  between  the  Pauline  and  the  calhoUe 
cpiittea.  by  way  of  documentary  proof  that  I^iul  aad  the  twelve  wrre  at  one  " 
tLeipoMt,  GfC.  i.  loj).  Hence  probably  the  third  and  fcurth  word*  in  the 
description  of  the  Murntorlan  Canon:  "Acta  autem  omnium  apottdlorum 
*ub  uno  libra  icripla  lunt.  Lucai  upiimo  Theophilo  compieheodit,  que  cub 
pneicntia  riiit  hin];ula  cerctnniur,  kicut  c(  tcmota  [laulonc  Peiri  cnldentet 
declaral,  >ed  et  piofcclionc  I'auli  nb  uibe  ad  Spaniam  proticiiccolu."  Tbil 
ambiguoua  reference  it  connected  by  Dr.  At.  R.  James  (cp,  7".^  1.  ii.,  l897> 
pp.  lot)  with  the  I.eucian  Aititi  Ftiri  VtTi$tl4mti,  which  l>c|;in  «4th  (Iw 
fro/tetie  /V>r>/t'  ai  wit  in  Sfafiam,  and  clo«  with  the  /aliw  Pitri—A  coiiw 
cldcnce  which  leemi  lo  imply  that  these  Acu  were  known  to  ihc  comptlet  <i 
the  Mural-  Canon,  who  cither  confu*ed  I.nkc  with  I^euciu*  or  look  Ihe  Lcudu 
Acti<whcte  the  lint  pcrvin  iiolio  uwd  anonymoLiily  lu  in  the  canonical  Ada) 
lo  be  writleo.  at  Leucnu  may  have  intended  his  ceaclen  to  aiippoM.  bjr  Luke. 

*  At  ate  Herm.  &'n.  9"=Acs<iand  Vii.  4<=>Ae4":  Iga.  Smym.  fm 
Ac  10",  and  Batn.  7'=  Ac  lo".  with  perhaps  Jutt.  Din!.  j6,  76  =  Ac  J6'"*, 

t  The  apocryphal  Acta  draw  upon  it  and  milxlllth  ila  hintir  by  funtaMie 
ambcoldDrica  of  their  own  (cp.  IINA.  L  347r.).  In  his  opening  homily, 
OiryMUom  oliicrve«lhat(*dXAari  ro^DvA^i^Xlwafr'  fci  ^m-rr^M^  Amr 
D^rt  h  "ypd^v  «^  *<■'  ffiir'tli)  many  ChtiatSant  wen  ifnutaiit  alike  of  Iti 
eii'lenceand  of  lu  authorship  :  tome  uild  Clement  of  Rome,  olhers  Barnabas, 
others  sGain  Luke.  The  authenticity  of  the  homily  hat  been  queitiooedi  but. 
avcDto,  it  ihruwtUcht  on  the  (ndlfl^tence  toward*  Acttahich  wufclibtome 
quailcn  of  the  early  church. 
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'It  »  whh  a  sense  of  baffled  airio«Uy,  which  almosi  deepens 

into   desfiaiT  U    some    points,   that    one    leaves   the   literary 

^criticism  of  the  following  fragments  of  the  primitive  Christian 

Bteraiurc  which  have  been  gaihc-rcd  into  the  NT.     In  Greek 

[•nd   Roman   literature   there  are  aUo  several   writings  which 

present  unsolved,  if  not  insoluble,  problems  of  authorship  and 

date,   but,   between  the  death   of    Paul    and    the  joumc)'  of 

Ignatius  to  Rome,  a  mist  ties  over  the  early  church,  which  is 

^  hardly  dissipated  by  the  recognition  of  Luke  as  the  author  of 

he  third  gospel  and  Acts,  or  of  a  John  in  Asia  Minor  towards 

'  the  close  of  the  lirst  century,  with  whom  some  of  the  '  Johannine ' 

writings  may    be  connected.     The   former  approximates  more 

doady  than  any  other  early  Christian  writer  to  the  literary 

figutei  of  the  contemporary  ancient  world ;  the  latter  remains 

a  more  or  less  shadowy  figure,  round  whom   later  traditions 

throw  conflicting   rays  of  light.    The  result  is  that  in  these 

I      jHtttor^ls  and  homilies  we  are  left  face  to  face  with  a  number 

iKf  writings  which  arc  obviously  sub-Pauline,  which  must  have 

^'mcd  composed  during  the  last  thirty  years  of  the  first  century 

and  the  opening  decades  of  the  second,  which  can  be  approxi- 

matcly  grouped  and  in  some  cases  dated,  but  which  elude  any 

attempt  to  fix  them  down  to  a  definite  author.     No  contemporary 

tr»didoa  enables  us  to  place  them.     Even  the  traditions  of  the 

next  century,  such  as  they  arc,  yield  tittle  or  no  data  upon  the 

pnbkms  raised  by  literary  criticism ;  it  is  seldom  certain  whether 

^^^K  traditions  are  much   more  than  imaginative  deductions 

^Hivthe  writings  themselves. 

^V    Tlus  is  one  of    the  jierplcxing    difTerences    between    the 

Hthristian  lilentute  of  the  first  and  that  of  the  second  century. 

^P'he  laitcr  reveals  a  scries  of  striking  personalities,  while  the  NT 

literature,  which  is  practically  synonymous  with  the  literature  of 
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ilic  diurch  dwii'ng  the  first  century,  has  only  one  writer  w(io*e 
personality  is  well  marked,  i.e.  the  apotitle  Paul  Luke,  lh« 
historian,  b  known  to  us  mainly  from  his  writirigs,  and  these, 
from  their  very  nature,  are  objectire  rather  than  subjective. 
The  John  of  Asia  Minor  whom  we  can  delect  behind  the 
Johaiininc  liieraturc,  must  have  been  a  commanding  figure, 
hut  we  cannot  feel  him  breathe  and  move,  as  we  can  feci  Paul, 
On  the  other  hand,  the  second  century  and  iu  literattire  reveal' 
strong  and  versatile  pctsonalitie«,  from  Ignatius  to  Irenxus,  from,; 
Polykarp  to  Tenullian,  from  Marcion  and  even  Papias  artd 
Hcgcsippus  to  Justin,  Talian,  and  Clement  of  Alexandria.  One 
result  of  this  contrast  is  that,  while  these  writers  and  others 
reflect  the  existence  of  the  earlier  NT  literature,  it  h  more 
difficult  to  fit  down  the  lallcr.  When  the  NT  canon  be^^ini 
to  emerge,  in  the  second  and  third  centuries,  we  fin<l  it  composrd 
of  writings  which  may,  on  independent  grounds,  in  a  lai^e 
majority  of  cases,  be  assigned  to  a.d.  70-110;  but  it  is  a  task 
beyond  tbe  resources  of  criticism — at  least  beyond  such  resourcea 
as  arc  at  present  available — to  locate  a  number  of  these  writings 
with  any  sort  of  precision.  They  come  to  us  out  of  that  misty 
half'Century )  they  are  found  to  be  in  use  throughout  tbe 
later  church  in  certain  quartets  ;  echoes  of  them  in  later  writers 
help  to  prove  their  period  within  c»tain  limits,  and  internal 
evidence  determines  their  relative  order  now  and  then.  But 
beyond  this  we  can  seldom  go  with  very  much  security. 
The  C|uestions  of  their  authorshif^  object,  and  structure  nay 
be  diacussi^d  with  the  aid  of  hypotheses,  but  these  hypoiheaet 
■n  almost  wholly  derived  from  internal  evidence,  and  this 
evidence  in  its  turn  b  vitiated  by  our  comparative  ignorance 
of  the  literary  conditions  in  which  these  compositions  origiiaated 
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One  mteo  lor  this  is  to  be  fnunil  in  the  hct  that  wch  problem*  wei* 
inelennl  10  the  intrcetU  or  the  lt.Ui  church.  Nihil  di  titilit  itutrttt,  wid 
TrrluUun ;  ani  ihii  abjuring  of  intertsi  in  ihe  qucttioni  which  pcrlafai  to 
literary  criiidnn  (airly  rcprctcnis  thr  (mcnl  trtnpcr  of  the  age  tiiHii«cUtlel]r 
following  the  oti|[!n  of  the  NT  docnmenli.  iSclr  i«ll{lou*  tilidily  wu 
■he  only  thlog  Ihnt  inaucred.  Since  ihil  Kcnwd  to  involve  a  clatm  \at 
■poitulii^  auihonhip  ni  authority,  rvi(lc'ii,-c  wat  led,  in  Ihc  ihipr  of  iraditkui 
iwully.  on  behalf  of  the  claim  :  but  othErwUe  the  moipliali^  of  the  ilotu- 
luenu  uiually  excited  no  iniemt  in  the  ilevoul  or  (he  efcieiiutkal  nuad. 

Thii  (Mtine  wc(it  tack  further.  TheM  dixuinenli  were  not  compaMd 
0*  piece*  of  lilmtUTc  Luke  i*  the  nnly  wiile>  who  icmlndt  m,  in  Mfk 
and  tmimeni,  of  an  ancient  Gr««k  or  Roman  author :   the  dedicuiioa  ol 
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U»  woriw  to  M  Individual,  thdt  pnbem,  *nd  ihrir  G«ner«l  «lhr«,  offer  ■ 
ecmlB  patallel  lo  coolempDTu;  paKi")  liteiMun.  Olliowlu,  Ihc  NT 
Mcnlsrt.  uid  tsptcially  ihat  of  ihc  paUoniU  and  homilin,  may  be  described 
H  toatmuiul  In  aiii^n  ;  li  a|>ptoiiiiiAic(  lo  ihc  Hctitrw  nihai  than  to  the 
I  Gtcck  Of  Roman  liteialiuc.  The  putoiali  and  homllie*.  like  the  ticapdt, 
wfic  not  snlttn  with  any  lilcraiy  objccl :  ihdr  aiiihon  voice  vaiioiu  tide) 
of  a  laovcnienl,  nea  vben  thdi  idioaynrraiir*  uc  most  cvidmt ;  aiid,  on 
ihe  whole,  ID  pauioB  from  Paul't  cotmpondcnce  thiough  the  contcmporuy 
BO^mU  Iq  ibl*  poop  of  pMtoraN  an'l  linmitici,  we  touch  moce  and  mote 
the  CMllolic  ipirit  of  Ibe  tarty  chutch.  tathct  than  any  great  pvtwnalily. 
TntdiboD  in  itie  cue  of  i  Pelet  and  of  t-j  John  btingi  ligum  within  reach 
which  mar  b*  mote  or  Icm  tecuidy  connccitd  with  thoe  homilin,  hut 
•dienrtte  noti  of  the  later  tradiliom  upon  their  orlein  are  deiivaiive  and 
•ecoddaiy.  The  writing!  art  all  poil- Pauline.  In  nveral.  t.g.,  tiebrcus, 
1  IVttf,  and  Jamet,  ribtatlonaof  the  f^uJine  theology  arc  audible ;  Epheiuani, 
noMtheua,  and  Titux  are  auociuicd  explicitly  with  the  apoiittc'a  Datee, 
■ad  tlria  draw  iticai,  together  wiili  Hebroxa  (usually),  into  (he  Pauline 
canon.  But  it  b  not  pouihte  lo  daaafy  ihem  chfonoUiKica.lIy,  or  even 
iccotding  to  typei  of  Ihctught,  and  while  they  luc  Eroupcd  in  ihe  folluwin); 
{■{(•  U  I*  ptinclpally  Cm  the  take  of  convenience  (cp.  atxive,  p.  to). 

None  of  these  epistolary  writings  i;ontains  any  mtrrativc. 
The  epistolary  roioi  of  literature  was  devoted  mainly  to  the 
interests  of  edification.  Several  writings  have  been  preserved 
which,  while  epistolary  in  form,  are  practically  narratives,  and 
narratives  of  mattyrdom,  of  which  the  most  significant  are  the  tO' 
called  '  Martyrdom  of  the  holy  Potyh.trp,'  an  epistle  written  by  the 
chttfch  of  Smyrna  to  that  of  Phitomirlium,  and  the  epistle  of  the 
church  at  Vieanc  and  Lyons,  about  twenty  years  later,  describing 
the  pcrecnition  which  had  broken  out  in  Gatil  under  Antoninus 
Verus.  These,  however,  arc  both  later,  a  Peter  may  not  be 
earlier  than  the  Smymiote  episile,  but  with  this  partial  exception 
the  homilies  and  pastorals  which  have  been  grouped  in  the  NT 
canon  are  not  only  prior  to  thb  epistolary  narrative,  but  closer 
to  exposition  and  exhortation.  Even  in  form  *  they  vary. 
Hebrews  has  no  addrcu,  and  i  John  has  no  definite  address ; 
while  neither  James  nor  i  John  has  any  epistolary  conctution. 
The  more  important  of  them  show  how  Paul  had  popularised 
the  einttolary  form  in  primitive  Chrixtianicy,  but  it  is  as  homilies 
rather  than  as  cpistica  that  they  arc  to  be  ranked  (pp.  48-50), 

Th«  waited  '  catholic '  cpiillei,  which   fall  undo  thii  group,  arc  best 
eeoBCOcd  with  tbe  work  of  the  anonynioui  apaitlcs  and   propheta  wlw 

*  Cp.  IMtMiaiiB,  BiUl  Sludiu,  pp>.  jof. ;  Hcinricif  DtrLUUr.  Ciarailtr 
I  A  ntwUU.  Stknjim,  7}  L 
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tielongeil  to  Chrtitendom  u  ■  whole,  not  to  any  particattr  oomrnonltj  (qb 
lUinnck,  MAC.  i.  m  (.).  But  tfiirnack'*  fun1i«f  hypotheih  (cp.  TU.  U.  1. 
pp.  106  f.,  ACL.  a.  I.  455  C),  that  t  Petct,  Judu,  fcnd  Jamci  were  oriciniriy  1 
the  work  of  luch  unknown  Icachcn  and  prophets,  and  th«I  Ihc  l«ln  Icndcnqr  | 
of  t)ie  churcli  to  run  tack  ilt  doctrine  Knd  imttilutlont  to  apoulci  led  to  the 
ituenianofnpaiiollcnuncib  these  homilies,  dooool  work  out  well  in  deUfl. 
The  chief  ipecial  cdilioni  of  thew  'catholic*  epiiltn  ait  hf  lt>«  Fmick 
fcholai  Jacquet  Le  Fivrc  d'Kupl«»  (K*slf,  1517),  J.  Fenia  the  FranetacM 
(Paris,  i536f.),  N.  Scioriui  (Mayence,  t6ii),  G.  Schkgel  flTSj),  J.  B. 
Carpiov  (1790),  J.  C  W.  Augusli  (iSol),  J.  W.  GrashoT  (18^).  K.  R. 
Jachniann  (iSjS),  de  Wellc  (1847),  Brllcknei  |— deWettc*  1S65),  II. 
Ewald  (1S70).  A.  Biipng  (1S71),  Hofmiinn  (t8r5-4),  E.  Reiw  UStS), 
J.  H.  S.  Baljon  <T90J|,  B,  Wcita  (vol.  iii.  of  hit  NT.  ffan&w/Bir),  T, 
Calmei  (Paila,  1905),  F.  Weldnet'i  AnHt/aliMU  (New  York,  1906),  Taa 
Steenkiite  iSff.  Calh.  E*fUtata\  "907).  There  are  ipfdal  itodieaoftbea 
by  G.  C.  Storr,  A  calhelUanim  ef-iilelarttm  frtolift*  rt  Itniitit  (TUbingta^ 
1789),  C.  F.  .Sutudlin,  <ti  ffHlitut  tfiil»lanim  ttUkeluartim  (G<»ltDgeil, 
1790),  P.  J.  GloBg  \ltitnd.  I»  Calk.  Epf..  Edio.  1SS7),  S.  D.  F.  Salmood 
<.DP.  i.  3S9-J6'1,  and  W.  Bauer  \DU  JCalkfUultni  Hriift  in  ffT, 
TQblneen,  1910} ;  they  are  alio  traiulated  and  annolaled  hy  F.  W.  Fanu 
ID  hi*  Early  Dayt  ef  Chriittiuiily.  On  ihcir  canonical  place,  se«  Leipolch 
[CK.  L  ijif.},  and  yctinann'a  ffiw  vmnttn  tUt  BUtlitr  eUt  NT.  Iitiiigt 
Stkrifit  (1907)  pp.  99-1  la. 


(A)   THE  {FlRSTi  EPISTLE  OF  PETER. 

LlTBRATDRK.— (a)  Edition! ■—Eiaimui  (1516):  Luther  (lS*J)l  H«| 
Bultinf^t  (tJJ4}>  Calvin  (1551);  Ilemniin|[  (1555);  N.  Byficid  ILondoDi 
|6}7);  Gerhard,  Ctmmntariiu  mftr  frirrtm  tt  fnUriertm  D.  Pitriefiit, 
(Jena,  t&40i  Jol>t>  Ko^^n  (Liindon,  1650);  Grotiot  iAmnalal.  t6jo)  ■  A. 
Nithcl  (London.  l6j8]:  Dwvid  Dickton  (1659);  Ben«on,  Ptrfkr^u  atU 
Nata  (I756|{  J.  S.  Scmlcr't  Pura/Anuit  (Ilolle.  IjSt)]  Mona  (Leipd^ 
1794)!  Roo»,  Brie/ tjtfJattaticm  e/  iis  T^ff  Eff.  </ P.  {ijgt,) ;  PMt(l8ie)| 
C  G.  Hentlet  (Siililach,  1813)1  Hoiiinccr  (Leiptig,  1815):  lUaenichaidl 
(1824):  W.  SieiifertBeilin,  iSji.  Eng.  tr.  1836):  j.  D.  SchlichtbarM(i8j6)t 
VTindudinunn  (I'lmiiVii  FtiHtta.  1836)*!  d«  Welle  (iS47h  J.  E.  RidiDe 
0849)1  J.  F.  Drmareti  (New  Vork,  1851)  i  A.  Wivao^tt.  Brt^tJ. /akatu$, 
J^nti.  titid  Jitdat  (Konieitere,  iS^);  Olihawcn  (1856)1  T.  SdwH 
(EtUngen,  lS6t)t  B.  Bruckner*  (1865*)  t  J.  Brown' (E^'n-  1W8) ;  AUaid« 
(1S71);  Wordtworlh  (1871);  llundhauten  (Maint,  1873.  1878);  HoAnaan, 
itr  EnU  Britf  Ptlri  (Niiidlingen,  187J)  (  Reun  (1878)  |  E.  II.  Pluoiptn 
(Cam*.  BihU.  1879)1  F.  C  Olok  [SftaJttf*!  Ctmm.  18S1);  HtMher  (— 
Meyrr,  Eng.  Ir.  iK8t) ;  C  A.  Wlu  (Vienna,  iSSl) ;  Kelt.  Briifi  d.  Pttr^ 
unJ/itJai  (I.cipti|[,  tSSj) ;  S.  D.  F.  Salmond  (SchalTa  Camm.  1883)*  i  A.  J. 
MawntEIIicoil*  Cwrar.  iSSj);  J.  M.  U«eii * (ZoHch,  i8«7)l  R.Johni«one 
(Edio.  i888)i  B.  C  Coffin  {htlfil  C*mm.   1889):  Ftonniilllet  (Lange'i 

'  In  additica    to   the    palrietic    noica   «l   Didytnui,   Oecunataiu^  and 
Thcophylacl. 
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BiM-ll'tri;  1800,  Ens-  tt.  1871)1  J-  R-  Lomb)>  \Exf«tttti't BOit.  1893); 
Coebd  (18931;  J-  T.  Beck,  ErttSnaig  J.  Bn't/t  Pttri  I1S9J):  K.  Buicn' 
(1895):  n.  Cou»id  (1895);  E.  Kllhl  (-  Mryer*,  1897) [  F.  J.  A.  Hon" 
fpouhsmoin  uid  incomplclf  [l*^"],  1S9S)  ■  tl.  von  Soden*  (//C.  1S96I  ; 
HanNet(i90O}*i  J.  II.  B.  MMletnian  (1900)1  W.  H.  Benncll  (CB.  1901)) 
Coat  {/Hlfmat.  flditi  It  NT,  1901):  C.  RIek'  \/CC.  1903)*;  ltu|S!e< 
jtf'lltr^  f^'ri  Bg  /mtsii  Brm  (1909);  Gunkcl  [SNT.*  1907J1  J.  H.  A. 
Mux  ISGT,  1910). 

(I)  Slvdlc»— Chidiiu,  t'muieilm  dis  Cin'MM/iumt  (AltoiM,  iSoS), 
■9&-311  I  Auguili,  AWfl  \yfelkmt,  jtia prima  f^tri tfiiiela t^ttttrlar im- 
f^Hat.  nd  ummnt  vtK.  Ijcna,  1S08) ;  j.  D.  Scbulic,  />r  itAri/isUf/iriitit 
CiaraJlUr  a,  IfirtA  dei  Pttrtu,  Jiidai,  m.  Jakthm  (Lcipijg,  iSii) ;  Sej'Ict 
(£A'.,  1S31,  44 f.);  MajFrholT.  Einltil.  in  die  Pittin.  JVAn>>Mi  (Hamborg, 
;SjS)*  I  LccQDitic'i  Tlft<t  (Gcni;va,  t$39l ;  A.  L.  P^lnunn,  TUtU)^  PHrina 
liSdoccn,  iSjo):  J.  C.  ZuIIvie'*  Ditpiiiitiii  (1851);  a  Wcisi,  /Wri'ii. 
^(iSssK  »nd  in  5A;  {1865.  pp.  619-657,  1873,  pp.  S39f.)i  B«nt 
JmAH,,  i8sG,  193-140,  in  reply  lo  Weiu ;  aIm  Cian-it  Hitttry,  Eng. 
t.  L  pp.  tJoLli  Schniid,  Bibliial  Tluvlfsy  of  Ut  NT  (il.  pp.  374r.)l 
|'S>l>tief  {ESB.  X.  6l9r.)l  Davsirc,  SlttJe  iUgms:iqni  tnr  1  P.  (1867); 
riBin  {SK.t  1871,  pp.  657-694];  Koltimann  (BL.  \i.  494-50]];  C  H. 
«Hl  Rhljci,  A  jmiptt  ifrrvartn  Itgra  dt  tiklAiiJ  t^an  d.  anitn  britf  van 
Pttrus gttBtit  (1S7S):  Gloag,  JHirid.  If  CalhflU  EfiuUi  (Edic  1887),  pp. 
109-3031  E.  S::)ut>f«,  dit  felttHiKkt  StrttBUHt  in  J,  NT  ^tVfrd/xr  (1893)*  ; 
R.  H.  Dtijbct  \Ctiosfm  VriikiiJ,  1895,  18-60)1  Runiay,  CRE.  (ch.  xlii.) 
■fid£x/L'«-iii.  aS>-»96i  ScclnMg,  "*"■  ZWC'AmrtliSgS).  i«8f.  I  MeGiffcrt, 
^^.  pp.483f.,S9jf-;  Dslincr.  'Zni  P  |"-""<J?AT.,  1898,6};  HMOion, 
*F«1e(— Tlieiii>nBndiheepij>lle'(/ff£.,  1898.  31-39)1  F.  H.  Chuc  (/>£. 
779*796) *  :  vu)  Miincn,  HattdUiMif  ivw  iilr  md-iriiUli/it  LitliritmiU 
;i900},  pp.  64-67;  Pflciderct.  tW.  ii.  S*3-S<9  i  Sieffcil  [PBR.  iv,  186- 
111)';  MoffaU,  HXr.  pp.  141-157;  Kogt),  'die  Grfmnkcneinheit  dc» 
enien  Biicfa  Pciri'  {BFP..  1901,  5-6);  L.  GouMid,  'EsuJ  ctitii^ue  ei 
huloiique  tu(  la  ptcm.  jpllie  dc  S.  Pierre'  (Lyoiu,  1905];  Oidlo  Cottn 
{MBi.  Si.  3677-3685! :  B.  Weisi,  •  D<[  <r»tc  Peliuilirief  u.  die  neueie  Kritilt ' 
^{1906)1  P.  Schmidl,  'Zwei  Ftancn  mm  cr^lcit  Pctrosbtief  (,ZiVT.,  1907, 
SJ);  R.  Scolt,  73*  /"jaAW  EfisiJrt  (i90<)),  10&-111 ;  J.  C  GtutUrf, 
'  Chtlitologtatl  Peculiirilin  in  Fiiit  Petti'  {A/T..  1910,  6a-Sr). 

1 1.  Charattfristics  of  ikt  j^aHoral. — After  a  brief  addicn' 
(I'-i^  Peter  ihanks  God  for  tlic  living  hope  of  ulvation  poesessed 
by  his  tcaders — a  salvation  which  iheir  present  (rials  only  serve 
to  guarantee  to  them  (i*"'),  as  the  long-ptomised  messianic 
hcriUgc  (i""")l  This  hopeful'  prospect  is  a  souroe  of  joy. 
It  >nvol\'es,  however,  a  icvcicnl  and  godly  conduct  in  the  pr«sent 

»Cp.  W.  AldAodcr  (£'/.•  iv.  t-13), 

•The  lemper  inculc>l(d  ly  Pol*r,  in  view  of  suflerint;,  it  not  «  gtcy, 
■  dow-lipptd  iloknm,  litit  >  ctow  or  esuliaiinii  buch  ax  Jctut  (Ml  s"'")  and 
j  FmiI  (Ro  S*^)  had  already  counselled.  Chriiiiani  caji  only  be  palieni  under 
ibdr  UiaU  by  btin|[  more  lliall  pulicnt. 
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lifefii*^),  paniculaily  broihcrljr  love  (i*^-)  as  the  vital  expres 
sion  towards  one  anoiher  of  the  mercy  which  all,  as  the  true  and  I 
new  Israel,  had  received  in  Chmt  from  God.*    The  appeal  then, 
as  in   He   13',   widens  (a'")   into  a  variety  of  sociai  dutieaj 
incumbent  on  Christians  as  citizens  (i"),  subjects  (2"^),  alaveatj 
{>**'-),  wives  (3*''),  and  husbands  (3'),  and  the  closing  general] 
exhortation  (3")  10  mutual  duties  passes  back  into  the  cardinal! 
question  of  a  Christian's  tight  behaviour  under  trial  and  unjtull 
punishment.     Christ's  example  of  patience  and  innocence,  and  1 
the  imminence  of  the  final  deluge  (3'^-),  nre  adduced  as  the 
main  motives  for  Christians  keeping  themselves  free  from  pagan  1 
vice  and  (4*^-)  from  lovelessness  wiihin   the  church.!     A  fioa 
paragraph   (4"''*),   warning   them    agiiin*t    repining,  gathers    up 
these   admonitions,   after  which   Peter  (s'**)  appejlii§  to  the 
ciders  for  considerate  and  faithful  supervision  of  the  churches, 
and  to  the  younger  members  (5^-)  for  a  humility  towards  meaj 
and  Cod  which  is  the  normal  Chrisiifln  jafeguani     The  blesiir 
(5"-"),  asll  in  He  ijWt-,  is  followed   by   some   brief 
notices,  with  which  the  epistle  closes.    Its  keynote  is  steady^ 


'  Cp.  the  Kriking  parajtd,  1  P  a**-  =  M1i  ta**^  f  alto  the  dmOuily  M 
■rgumrnt  in  t  P4'=Mk  Ij**", 

t  TheaBodilioDorKdrtce  10  thoe  ottirai  wllh  an  expoulionnf  Chrial^ 
doUh  ii  partly  due  to  the  fact  iliii  cniciliiion  wu  ■  punishment  for  tUvet  tal 
the  Romtn  woild.  The  hig<  pim  given  lo  the  dulict  of  (Uvn  and  wive*. 
u  conlnslcd  wilh  ihe  lack  of  uiy  ic^uUlioni  for  mulcrt  *r\i  the  ilight  eountd 
foe  hadMndi,  it  rmiirkable.  3*  u  one  of  the  nre  snmptuary  direction*  in 
primitive  Chntiiim  litcniure. 

t  Two  poinu  miiy  be  noted  to  dhow  how  the  itr«nge  leftendiry  referent* 
of  j'"'  would  poiwii  k  ctttAia  kptneu  u  a  load  aJliiuon.     (a]  Miidan,  l!w 
Pontic  QititiUn,  U  known  at  a  later  it*f^  lo  have  caught  up  ■  tlmibi-  idnj 
(/m*.  i.  rj.  3] :  and  (4)  Apamea  wai  one  of  the  plidei  where  the  Koah 
legend,  like  the  ElDocb -legend,  had  been  looliwd  |cp'  Balirltin  in  Hfft^.J 
1891,  pp.  174-183),  though  Parlhia  «nil  Fhrygla  cvnipeicd  tut  the  hoiMur  1 
having  been  the  ack'i  leit ins-place.     See  Schutcf,  CyK  ill-  l8-aOk 

ICp.  W.  Alexander  <£V'*  i*-  184-193). 

I  Both  t  P.  and  Helx  are  btitl  eihottationt  (5**  =  IIe  ij")  to  cille*  ol 
heaven  (iia'^s He  ii"*,  Mk  13").  wrilien  in  viewof  penuhitnate  pctjecution 
(4'-"'»=Hei<^>.    Sm.  (iinhfT.  i'=H.  ij".i'  =  Hcs"»,*'=1Ib3»,3'- 

lU  tj".  3"  (^rr(rvr(w)c-llc  9",  with  the  UK  of  futtpoOfftti  (t''=Hc9"t 
and  the  empha^ion  ira{  (3"  =  He  7"  9^'  "<')  and  theoommon  exaltation  ofJ 
hope.    Bill  Hel>.  iinpliea  a  longer  pertod  of  Chriaiian  experience  in  itt  audlenoaJ 
than  I  P.     Id  view  of  Col  4'^"  and  a  Co  i>  il  cannot  be  argord  ibai  (*d 
Soden)  the  drcuUtion  ol  an  encjvUcal  Uk«  Itiia  implied  that  iba  churdM*  1 
been  otfuiiied  far  •ame  time 
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cncoungetnent  (s'^  —  Lk   la*')  to  endurance  in  conduct  and 
innocenoe  in  character. 

Tbe  dominant  note  of  the  epbtle  is  hope  (t"  etc.,  cp.  Seyler, 
SJC.,  183a,  pp.  44  f. ;  Weiss,  JVTTh.  ii.  345  f.),  but  it  would  be 
unsafe  to  arf;ue  freely  from  ilie  tone  ol  a  practical  tetter,  written 
under  special  circumstances,  to  the  character  of  the  wiitcr,  any 
more  than  to  his  theological  temper,  a»  if  the  letter  represented  a 
divergence  from  orthodox  PauUnism  (Holtimann,  NTTk.  ii. 
308-ji  1),  or  as  if  the  virtue  of  hope  was  specially  prominent  in 
his  personality.  Probably  the  author  wrote  about  hope,  because 
hope  was  what  his  readers  needed.  The  line  of  argument  and 
application  pursued  must  have  been  congenial  lo  him,  for  it  is 
worked  out  with  sagacity  and  insight ;  but  its  employment  at 
this  particular  crisis  docs  not  permit  us  to  infer  that  it  was 
nomut)  to  the  writer,  except  in  the  general  sense  in  which  the 
messianic  outlook  of  the  early  Christians  tended  to  develop  iL 
The  emphasis  put  upon  ii  here  is  due  lo  the  emergency  of  the 
noOMnt  rather  than  to  any  idiosyncrasy  or  dogmatic  piepotses- 
•ioa  on  the  part  of  the  author  (so,  rightly,  Reuss,  pp.  155-157, 
and  Wrcde,  Utbtr  Aufga&e  d.  sogtn.  NT  Thfttlogir,  18-19).  Many 
Other  Christians  might  have  written  similarly,  and  as  a  matter  of 
fact  hope  is  also  prominent  in  Titus  (cp.  3'  etc.),  an  epistle  with 
which  t  P.  has  some  traits  in  common  {e^.  Avr^trtfiu,  i)'  =  Tit 
a",  j»-Tu  »'*,  a"-Tit  a";  regeneration  in  baptism,  ■•j"^ 
T«  3*  eic> 

At  the  same  time,  a  writing  like  this  reveals  t  man's 
personality  in  several  aspects,  and  one  of  these  aspects  is  a 
warm,*  hopeful  spirit  which  is  allied  lo  a  certain  grace  of  style. 
The  plasiic  language  and  love  of  metaphor  t  (cp.  the  frequent 
tue  ofwt,  ii*-t»  JI.S.M  ^io.iLu.is  jSj  shows  an  easy  and  natural 
IciDperament,  with  a  vivid  outlook  upon  the  concrete  surround- 
logs  of  human  life.  The  sequence  of  ideas  is  not  marked  by 
any  rhetorical  devices,  though  there  is  a  deftness  in  the  linking 
of  clause  to  clause  (e;.  >*■  '*  i'"),  and  although  a  clause  like  6 
IfuAo'  ifiMXt)*^^  rpt;(uiv  khX  npiBiaiio^  j^piMTvar  if  ivivataf  IfiaTuav 
■off/Mt  has  been  pronounced  'quite  Thucydidean *  (Bigg).    On 

*  "  Dm  Eigmlhumlkha  im  Bricfes  irt  ciiie  (liuch|^htiidB  Wlrme " 
(UajrAoll,  f.  loi). 

tCp.  Scharfe,  'die  ichriftiicllctiithe  Oiigitijiat  da  enitti  Petnu- 
bridb'  (Str..  1H89.  P9-  b3J-4io)i  tiM  Chuc  iyf.  jii'l&i},  uid  h^sg 
B(pp.a-S). 
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the  other  hand,  the  writer  never  uses  Jr,  and  he  mrely  empto}-! 
connecting  particles.  The  cotrcUlion  of  the  jxingtaphs  denotes 
the  jircachcr,  with  his  eye  on  an  audience,  rather  than  the 
composer  of  a  literary  epistle.  He  is  forid,  it  should  be  noted, 
of  developing  a  thought  first  negatively,  then  positively  (Mf 
.  .  .  hit,  ,"i».w».B^Bt.3«^Mu->i».  jfc-iu ».■»)_  and  of  present- 

ing  an  idea  by  means  of  sharp  contrasts  ( i*-  •■  "■  '*■'*  »*  '■  im^ 
1B-1»  jL  1.  9.  ll.lt.  IMS  ^S.  S.  1M4.  IT.IS  jl.  V^  oft^-n  „i,h  |bc  aid  of  ihc 

idiomatic  lUv  .  .  .  ii,  whose  uie  in  i  P.  of  all  the  NT  writing* 
"  ia  freest  and  contributes  most  to  the  sense  "  (Simcox,  LangtMse 
ef  NT,  p.  t67).  The  writer  has  also  a  special  fondness  for  verbs 
compounded  of  Jra-  (i»- 1»- »■  "■- w  a*-M  4«- »).  His  favourite 
formula  for  introducing  OT  quotations  b  Sutrt  (i**),  with 
y^NLTTtu  {i")  or  v*pii-}(<u.  if  rg  ypo^g  (»•),  but  just  as  often  an 
OT  plirase  is  woven  into  the  texture  of  (he  epistle  without  any 
comment. 

The  betutirul  »p{Hi  of  the  pftntotnl  thine*  through  any  triintlaiian  of  the 
Greek  ttiL  "  ARcctionaic,  lovinR,  lowly,  humble,"  mre  Inak  Walkn'i 
quitcmion  of  adjeclirM  for  the  cpitilet  of  Jimci,  John,  vad  FMn,  but  it  ii 
I  P.  which  deiervci  them  pre>«mincni]}'.  To  ihi*  writer  Chduiaot  ia  the 
pr«Mnt  ii£e  seem  exits  [i'  a",  cp.  alv  i"},*  or  pilgrimi  (coouut  Efiha"]^ 
whoH  inlirtiiance  U  in  heaven  (I<),  but  who  poHcn  here  ■  lure  looting  ia  tbi 
inie  pKx  of  God  (5"  ■  feminiioencc  of  Col  1*  i).  Thit  graa,  which  li  th« 
core  uid  heart  of  the  epiiile,  it  deKiibed  in  hiuorical  retio^tect  u  Lhe 
■ubject  t  of  ^T  Iiropliecjr  (1'*),  drul  in  |M<4p«ct  at  the  liral  boon  to  be  UMj 
bestowed  at  the  Kconi)  comloii  of  Jeiux  Chilit  (1").  By  a  renuifluble  lum  of 
mpwiiion,  the  tufleiin[-  of  Innucent  Chtistians  it  deiRribed  ax  a  x^*  ■" 
Oodll  ilBht  (a*^*),  7'ke  e^iut  «f  lift  it  IVln't  c^uinlenl  for  Chriuianily 
(3^  I  God  it  to  him  r4«  G«d  tf  all  gnut  ($"),  and  QiriMlaM  are  to  be 
Uewarda  of  God's  rouAq  x^f"  (4"')>  '"  boantjr  bellowed  on  them  for  varkm 
end*  of  setvict.  The  epittle  ii a  blend  of  rapitX^it  and  tniufrvpla  {i"U 
the  latter  lcttif]ing  rafirvi'  (Im  iXfitij  x'p"'  ""  '"^i  '''  1*  *rirt  (qi.  «■*), 
Itece  Peter  um  X'''"'  where  Paul  liad  used  (terfAiM-  {■  Co  ij'),  asd  ihr 
unietlling  tendencies  are  due  to  Buffering,  not  to  wrong  vlewi  (as  al  Corinlhj. 

*  Thii  dUpasei  of  one  of  llamnck's  aigumcntt  (we  lielow).  He  {d<*dl 
that  the  addieu  doct  not  lie  on  ihe  ume  plane  ai  ihe  rest  of  lhe  epuUe, 
wbcnat  tbb  conception  of  Chrixlixnt  at  exiled  celoniait  of  heaven  it  inllm- 
aldy  boond  up  with  the  conception  of  Ihcir  lufTcrinp.  But  k  J*  itiBpler  M 
nppetv  that  lhe  addiot  came  from  the  name  nource  as  the  Iniik  of  tbe  leltn, 
than  to  eonjeciute  that  a  later  tcrlbe  tiudird  the  leitec  and  wrote  Ibe  aiMNt* 
•0  at  to  be  in  line  with  what  followed.    Cp.  alw  Ibe  use  of  tow<<«4  (l*'  "*  ")■ 

f  Thii  ii  la  keeping  with  iu  auoeiaiiona  in  Paul  aad  in  Acts  (ep.  J.  A. 
Robinton,  SfiMtt.  pp.  Ul  f.),  where  xV'  ^  eenenlly  tineed  with  cai-un 
drawn  from  Ibc  admUuon  of  the  Gentile  inir>  Ihe  pterogativei  and  priiiltse* 
of  IsneL 
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f  1.  The  tt'/naftM. — It  is  this  hostile  pressure,  with  tlie 
pcrplextlics  and  pains  which  ensue,  that  difrcrenliates  i  P. 
frocn  the  pn-ceding  concspondcnce  of  Paul.  The  relations 
bctvecn  Christians  and  iho  aulhoriiics  have  entered  on  a  phase 
of  lUmin,  which  marks  a  new  epoch  in  the  story  of  the  primitive 
church,  and  the  date,  as  well  as  infcrentially  the  authorship,  of 
the  epistle  majr  be  said  to  depend  largely  upon  the  view  adopted 
of  the  disturbance  under  which  the  readc-fK  were  suffering. 
They  ate  not  to  be  taken  aback  at  ihe  turning  trial  (4")  which 
hu  bef^len  them ;  for  (i.)  it  is  not  purposeless,  but  a  furnace 
where  the  genuine  dements  of  their  Chiistiaii  character  are  being 
tested  and  lempercd  (i*'-) ;  (ii.)  it  is  not  abnormal,  but  the 
lutural  order  of  experience  exemplified  as  well  as  ordained  by 
Jesus  himself  (4'*'') ;  (iii-)  it  is  not  permanent,  but  merely  Ihe 
short,  sharp  prelude  to  eternal  glory;  and  (iv.)  it  is  not  un- 
common (s'),  but  the  contemporary  lot  of  tlieir  fellow-Christians 
throughout  the  world.  The  detailed  allusions  to  this  untoward 
environment  ate  often  held  to  indicate  an  organised  persecution, 
when  Christians  were  hunted  out  and  hunted  down  as  Christians ; 
and  it  is  argued  strongly  that  this  extension  of  persecution  from 
the  opital  to  the  provinces,  together  with  Ihe  fact  of  suffering 
for  the  Name,  must  point  to  the  reign  of  Trajan,  or  at  least  to 
that  of  Domitian.  It  would  be  no  valid  objection  to  the  latter 
date,  that  a  contemporary  Asiatic  writing,  the  apocalfpse  of  John, 
leAecu  quite  a  dilTerenl  attitude  towards  the  State;  for  John 
represents  a  special  phase  of  Asiatic  Chiistianiiy  in  hot  protest 
against  the  local  Imperial  cutlus  (see  below,  ch.  iv.),  whereas 
Ctenu  Rom.,  like  1  Peter,  would  v<»ce  the  more  patriotic  temper 
oonsomnt  with  the  Christianity  of  the  capital.  But  the  internal 
evidence  docs  noi  apjKar  to  carry  us  bi^yond  the  seventh  decade 
of  the  first  century,  as  refleacd,  e^.,  in  a  contetnporary  passage 
like  Mk  ij*-".  Flcie,  as  there,  Christians  arc  liable  to  official 
tnterfercnce  as  well  as  to  social  annoyance  on  the  score  of  their 
religkio;  they  are  dragged  before  Tycfiont  and  0iuriA(t< 
(cp.  I  P  a'*),  htmv  i/ioS  ( - «  X/jiimai-dt,  4"),  and  have  to 
answer  for  themselves.  Mk.  does  not  ipecKy  the  chaises;  he 
raerely  makes  Jesus  describe  the  trials  as  incurred  (13'^  iii  ri 
infti  iLov.  This  tallies  (airly  with  the  evidence  of  ■  P.  and  Ihe 
RoDoan  historians  alike  in  pointing  to  a  period  as  early  as  th« 
seventh  decade  when,  not  only  at  Rome  but  ihrot^hout  Die 
provinces,  the  popular  belief  that  Christianity  was   bound  up 
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with  such  flagilia  kb  %Utrr*\a  £«iirra  and  OCSonlSdoi  ^i^t< 
(Arnold,  op.  (it.  below,  |>p.  n  f,),  to  sa)-  nothing  or  anii-iniprtial 
icndcncics,  exposed  any  adherent  of  thai  religion,  against  whom 
information  was  Uid,  (o  arrest  and  even  execution. 

When  Nero  clevccly  thiflcd  (h*  fiupEcionof  inon  ftom  himMlf  to"()Bo* 
per  digitui  iniiiioi  uulgiu  Chreitianos  ■ppcllahal,"  the  peitilcnliil  npet- 
Mitim  ol  ChiiwUiiit)',  Tocilut  (AtttKil.  xv.  44)  <onitnu«i,  had  iprnJ 
already  in  Rome,  "t)uo  cimcla  undli^iic  klrocia  aal  pudenda  oOaHuunl 
cclcbmntuTquc."  Oii^nallF  Ihe  Romani  maj'  have  Maiody  taken  the 
ttnuUc  to  di^lin);i]i>h  between  Chnwianil)'  ind  it*  parenlKocti  \vAtJasB,,  bill 
tieCore  Ihc  MVcnih  decade  *  ll  miiiC  have  Ikcd  the  inlerett  of  Ibc  Jewi. 
eipedalljr  at  Rome,  uhere  they  enjoyed  the  favour  of  Poppm,  10  diSermtitte 
ihetnwivts  from  the  Naiarenc' ;  and  it  wat  incviubic  ihat  iho  occurrvnc*  o( 
legal  piocecdingi  luch  ai  happeneil  in  Paul'*  (aiccr  (t^.  Ac  iS")  iboold 
make  Ihc  disiiiKtion  (nirly  plam  to  mott  of  the  authoritlei.  It  wu  in  all 
likelihood  the  Jcwt  who,  out  of  f^Xot  01  tpiicful  malice  (cpk  Ctem.  Rom.  6), 
instigited  Neio'i  /miuU,  ox  at  least  lugeFiiid  hii  rictim*  and  tcapegoata  (ep. 
Huiiack  in  TU.,  1905, 1,  pp,  l-q).  In  any  rue  thii  oalbunt  pKnppa*» 
thai  the  general  public  had  become  accutlomed.  by  the  aerentb  decade  aX  the 
fint  ccDtui)',  lo  tingle  out  Chmiiant  from  Jewirtwn  when  levelling  againsi  ilie 
former  aonie  of  ihc  chargcn  (/./.  haiicd  of  the  human  race)  which  were  cutreni 
acalnit  the  latter.  The  accouoti  of  Tacitus  and  Suetoniiu  {Krr.  \6)  further 
thow  that  while  Ncro'i  attack  wu  ahoti  il  tharp,  it  muil  ha*e  rendered  the 
(■cneral  (itualion  more  perlloua  for  Chiittiaiu  ihroiieiiout  Ihe  empires  Tlie 
fonncr  wtito :  '  in  the  fint  place  lonie  were  denounoed  {cm  put  on  trial)  t-nA 
made  (o  coiircM-t  llieicupun,  thanks  to  Iheii  intnnnalion,  a  tatf  iBBltiiude 
wat  aiaociated  with  them  (reading  <9mpuuti,  with  IkoiAiet,  Ranuay,  Headetvon) 
on  the  charge  noi  ui  much  of  taaa  ai  of  enmity  to  the  human  race.'  In  line 
with  llif»,  "  Suvtonlua'  wbot  tlalemcnl  thowi  that  Kero't  govrmmenl  did  not 
nnline  Ittdf  in  iu  roeaauica  of  repreision  af^ntii  Ihe  Chriulana  to  thoac 
aceuKd  of  arwo.  We  may  nTely  auumc  that  they  began  under  Nero  pwtly 
in  defence  cd  the  public  godii  partly  agsinai  the  cxcrBei  Mid  (and  prohnbly 
sol  in  all  casa  unjuilly)  to  reign  among  them  "  |Monim*en,  £xf*  vlii,  6). 
This  Kcond  atage  of  impeiial  pioccdurc  againil  Chriiliaiu  ai  honile  to  the 

*  It  b  therefore  »Muuj,  at  1  have  elscwheie  shown  {DCG.  i>  JfC-JiS, 
OJ.  vi.  7a4>707),  to  find  •  kyiUnin  frtUrvH  oilliei  in  Luke'a  or  b  the 
claMieal  hialoriant'  uie  of  the  nanic  '  Chriitlan.'  So  F,  C-  Arnold,  4ii 
fftrmiuit  Ciriiltnrrftlguns  (tSSli),  pp.  jjf.,  and  E.  Kletle,  di*  CAHsitm- 
tatailnfit uHirr Ntrt{i<f3l),'pp.  i6f.,  40f-  KIclle't monocnphiummaiuea 
tlie  wide  results  of  recent  leiearch  upon  the  pmblea,  ei|)caally  the  novel 
views  of  Profumo  and  PucaL 

t  To  confeu  what  ?  probably  not  the  l!act  ihat  ihey  mre  Chriuiain,  bat 
their  guilt  as  incendiaries  (so  Schiller,  F.  C.  Arnold,  Duruy.  lIeoderion> 
Klette),  in  ipiie  of  ihc  innocence  af  Chrialiani  on  this  oounc  Either  they 
himcd  inilon,  who  for  aectaiian  ends  gave  LncrimSnaitng  tMaln)o«y  (aUely, 
01  Ihey  were  tMIoted  into  bearing  false  wiinca,  o>  else  they  were  hnatioU 
enthusiaats. 
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I  rut,  InaofuMied  andet  Ncra,*  prevailed  during  itie  FUntn  dynutjr, 

iti*cit«d  tilt  mere  name  of  Oiriiiian  wiih  periloni  and  compromitinB 

■UooA.     No  aJtquKl*  evidence  of  any  change  nndrt  Vopmlitn  hM  tirvn 

CktUtiuu,  u  Mommten  pul  it,  were  penecuied  juil  u  lobben 

'  eatetaiinated ;  it  iraa  ■  itandin^  order,  one  of  the  penninent  police 

,  M  SuelMiiiH  InpIicLt     When  ihe  cormpondeiice  of  Tr*jkn  and 

;  TUcty  DBtctl*  ibe  pfoceedin£t  of  the  latter  ai  goreniar  of  Bithynia,   he   a 

tlMmd  to  be  acting  iiuiinciii'el]'  on  Ihe  princt|i1e  Ihal  he  lui  s  perfect  right  to 

ICiCicule  thcM  who  pcniM  in  callin|[  ihecntelves  Chrixtian).     No  quollon  ot 

ttiiat  U  ralMd.     The  profeuion  of  ihii  rtligia  illitita  ti  uiumed  to  be  a 

'mpiul  oSeocc.      Tnjan'i  aniwer  10  ti»    lieutenant   neither   ili*putM  nor 

■ml II II I wi  (bb  uode  of  action :    the  emperor  umpty  stnctjom  it  la  an 

admitted  featiue  of  the  State  policy  lowanls  such  diswnten.; 

In  the  light  of  these  historical  data,  the  language  of  1  P. 

becomes  more  Intelligible.     Not  only  docs  it  contain  no  definite 

or  necessary  alltaion  to  the  second-century  persecution  (or  the 

Name,  but  the  rery  terms  employed  are  satisfactorily  explained 

^t  by  tbe  position  of  Chriitian^  under  the  Empire  during  the  third 

^P  quarter  of  the  Arat  century,  especially  subsequent  to  a.o.  64. 

H  Thus,  while  iccuDTOiof  has  its  general  meaning  of  'wrong-doer' 

H  in     a"*'*,    iu     position     between     murderer     and     thief    and 

f  iiXarpvxKiaionrt  in  4",  shows   that  here  it   is  specially  (cp. 

wmIus  in  Hot.  Sal.  1.  i.  77,  iii.  59,  etc.)  equivalent  to  maltfifus 

•  in  the  contemporary  usage  of  Suetonius,  i.e.  wizard  or  magidan, 
—magic,  in  the  sense  of  possessing  supernatural  powers  and  ci 
wielding  undue  influence  over  othcrs.g  being  a  common  charge 
agaiiut  Christians,  and  one  which,  hke  arson,  tendered  tlie  people 
liable  to  the  penalties  of  the  Lex  Cemtlia  dt  tiiariis  (cp. 
Arnold,  op.  dt.  pp.  64  f.).  Hence  ikXorfuotTritTKawoi  would  mean 
not  so  mttch  seditious  or  inconsistent  as  cither  a  busybody— one 

*Cp.  Sunday  (£j/>.*  vU.  40;  f.) ;  E.  G.  Hardy,  Cin'iliaMil)^  anJ  H14 
ihMn £«/>!>/ <iB94),  pp.70^>  Sof-t  isjr.,>nd  Klcde,  tf.tii.  Hi  "Die 
HBgUdlhihi  datsdie  VcrhitiniMe.  •r«lch<^  dct  Brief  vomuuetti,  Kh6n  untw 
VeipMbn,  ]•  sclbal  notcr  Nero,  befonnen  hibcn  und  je  nach  EinnchI  and 
TcmpcriiMBt  duwtlichcruils  mit  mehr  oder  weniger  SorgE  und  Btfllichluog 
bcwlhelh  ««tden,  HM  tich  nicht  abwn»rn  "  (llarnack,  ACL.  li.  1.  454). 

fOnly,"  a*  Momimcn  addi  {PrBBiatts,  a.  p.  199  n.).  "luch  leeula- 
lians  were  put  into  practice  at  timci  mora  gently  or  even  negligently,  at 
Mbv  tlac*  more  urictly,  and  were  doubilesi  on  occasion  ipedally  enforced 

■  AiMb  high  ^uarten." 
SThe  (iirtlief  <|uci(ions  ariiing  out  o(   this  iiti|iotlant  oorrnpondcnce, 
Inrtwllnc  *^  '^  Tiaian't  ictcripl,  do  not  bear  on  the  NT  lileraiute.    Cpi. 
HriMMin'i  obr  rim.  Staal  w.  tUt  allgrmfiru  Kirtht,  i.  [1890]  pp.  ff.,  and 
Kjtaff{NZ.*/l>i.). 

I  For  Chrisiani  «tia  irae  aclnally  Knlttm^lii,  cp.  Tot  dt  /<U.  a. 
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who,  like  (he  Cynics,  mterfered  (cp.  Zeller  in  SBBA.,  1893, 
pp.  i>9f<)  rudely  and  indiscreetly  with  oi&nuj  pmcttces  and 
the  social  order,  by  a  propaganda  0/  divisive  principles— or 
actually  a  'delator,'*  like  some  or  the  Chriuiaos  who  informed 
against  their  fellows  under  Ncro-f  This  kind  of  petM- 
cution  would  be  spasmodic  and  sporadic  (5').  Evidently  it 
had  but  recently  broken  upon  these  Asiatic  Christians;  and 
while  there  was  always  a  d^ngci  of  the  capital  punishment 
being  inflicted,  it  is  clear  that  sufTering  of  a  less  arduous 
diaracter  (calumny,  annoyance,  soda)  ostracism,  etc)  is  oon- 
tcniplatcd  in  the  main  (cp.  4i-*rAv  h(KoMrov  ir  trapxi  jStutnu 
XP^k'of,  the  expression  /t,^  aUr)(yyia0ta,  4",  and  01  te^)(ovm  wi«Yif 
KTitrry  mtfinnOiirSiiXTay  t&t  ilrvj^av  airuir  hr  ityatfoinKlf).  FurlllCr- 
more,  while  the  epistle  has  judicial  proceedings  in  view  now  and 
again,  it  does  not  exclude  the  hardships  due  to  exa$|>eTated 
popular  feeling;  indeed,  the  two  cannot  be  kept  apart,  as  the 
action  of  governors  was  usually  slimulatcd  by  private  informa- 
tion laid  by  angry  citizens,  and  the  language  of  the  epistle 
cannot  fairly  be  held  to  imply  (hat  the  authorities  were  taking 
the  initiative  regularly  ttgainiit  Christians  simply  and  solely 
because  the  latter  confessed  the  name  and  faith  of  Cbrist 
"  L'eonemi,  cc  n'est  pas  encore  le  pouvoir,  oe  90nt  lea  gens 
ignorants,  d^bauch^,  c'est  la  foule  ai-euglci  qui  n'admet  pas  an 
culie  et  une  morale  par  lesquels  elle  se  sent  condamn£e* 
(Monnier,  p.  315).  Afier  the  Ncronic  wave  had  passed  over 
the  capital,  the  wash  of  it  was  felt  on  the  &r  shores  of  the 
provinces  (cp.  4'") ;  {  the  dramatic  publicity  of  the  punishment 
roust  have  spread  the  lume  of  Christian  urii  tt  erbi,  far  and 
vride  over  the  empire;   the  provincials  would  soon  hear  of  it, 

*  Ir  tctU  agnijut  ihlt  tiplonilion,  however,  thtt  Tcitullum  dclilienattr 
Knden  the  woid,  not  by  dilator,  but  by  ifttntattr  atUni  {Srrrf.  la).  P. 
Scliinldc  {ZHT.,  1907,  aSf.)  co(np«rc(  the  o«lh  t>k«n  by  the  Chriaiiui*  of 
Pliny**  province*  (o  abiuin  (iDin  miupptopriiLtiori  of  trait  fund*  (ne  Sden 
&Ilerent.  ne  deptnitum  ippclUti  «bDcgu«Qt)  i  but  the  in  before  dXX. 
ttfMntM  It  from  the  ptecedinG  ujjccllve*. 

t  A.  Bischoff  {ZSU'.,  19176,  S71-374)  prefer*  to  think  of  CfariniMU 
ctpodng  themMlvM  to  the  It*  maittlatii  by  imprudent,  it  );«"''>"%  resent- 
mmt  a^Intt  tlie  luthoriiln  on  bchiif  <A  tonic  )II>utc4  fellow-citiicn ;  bat 
ihii  intntKctaiion.  «ig)[**<cd  'ons  *£<■  1*7  nc"iCcl.  budly  tcFini  broad  enough 
by  itwif  10  explain  ihe  wiinint>  of  the  tcxi.  Foe  the  danger  ouurd  by 
AJW«r*t  wiiliin  JuclalMii  ifier  *.i>,  70,  cp.  Jcncpli.  B./.  vil.  3.  y  etc 

I  Buth  [EM.  p.  la;)  eoaipua  the  efkca  produced  throughout  ihc 
French  provinocs  by  the  mMMcre  at  St.  Boiiholomew. 
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fend,  when  they  desired  a  similar  outburst  at  the  expense  of 
local  Christians,  nil  that  was  needed  was  a  proconsul  to  gratify 
their  wishes,  and  some  outstanding  disdpic  like  Aniipas  or 
Polykarp  10  scr>'e  as  n  victim. 

S  3.  DeitiKAfion  and  pngin. — The  epistle  is  addressed  to 
the  Chtuii^n  churches  (cp.  %^)  in  Pontus,  Gabtin,  Cappadocia, 
Asia,  and  Bilhynia.  The  order,  from  NE.  to  S.  and  W.,  probably 
reflects  the  road  followed  by  the  bearer  of  the  letter,  who  was  to 
;<ake  the  trade-route  by  sea  to  Amisus  or  Hcradca  or  Sitiopc, 
and  thenoe  make  a  circuit  through  the  four  *  provinces  in 
question,  returning  Gnally  to  Bithynia  (so  Ewald  and  Hon,  cpL 
EBi.    iii.    3806-3807).      Why    these    panic  11  tar   districts    are 

§  mentioned,  to  the  exclusion  of  Citicia,  Pamphylia,  and  I.yciti,  it 
b  as  difficult  to  explain  as  to  account  satisfactorily  for  the 
selection  of  the  seven  A.iiatic  cities  in  Apoc  3-3 ;  in  any  case 
their  order  is  natural,  upon  the  presupposition  that  the  bearer 
tailed  from  Rome  to  Pontus.  As  a  glance  at  the  map  is  enough 
to  show,  "the  order  Pontus,  Oalatia,  Cappadocia  k  an  exact 
inversion  of  the  order  which  would  present  itself  to  a  writer 
looking  mentally  towards  Asia  Minor  from  Babylon."  t  The 
bcilities  of  travel  iliioughout  the  empire,  and  the  habit  of 
exchan^ng  copies  of  such  Icitcis  between  the  churches,  would 
tender  tbe  dissemination  of  the  epistle  quite  po»iblc,  even  if  we 
fupposed  that  the  bearer  had  only  a  single  copy  to  begin  with. 
The  explicit  mention  of  neighbouring  provinces  in  tbe  title  puts 
Ibe  pactoial  on  a  difTeient  footing  from,  e^.,  James,  Judas,  and 

«  F«tCT. 

^B      TUi  asniDK*  that  Do^ti'Xiir  in  5"  b  «  tjmboUc  term  foi  Rome— an 
^"^ bteTpr<M(ii>B  which  accoicU  with  the  figumiveluisuagcnpgnlsnclli'  3*''*J, 

*  Lt.  {L)  Biihynia  uid  Poniut,  (ii.)  G&Utio.  (iii.)  Cappadods.  and  (J*.) 
Arik  Bilhjnia  (Ac  i6')  anil  C*p]i«dticia,  s>  br  ■]  we  know,  were  never 
evtngeliMd  liy  Paul,  liui  ihe  origin  of  ihcif  Chtiiiianitjr  may  be  eipldneil  hy 
Ac  1'  (wbeie  HcDutcrhuii  and  V.ilckeniei  conj.  Bi0i*(a«  for  'I«v)akr). 
wlbcb  would  &I30  Ihiow  light  oa  Ihe  TontuB  and  CappadocU  of  1  P  1'. 
Calaiia  wai  ■  Pauline  tphere  (1  Ti  4"),  *i  wm  Aiia  In  putt,  hul  the  tone  of 
Galaiiaiu  uiccaili  that  there  muil  have  been  some  local  intereil  in  Peter. 
Whether  Peiet  ever  mvvlleil  in  ihrw  diilricti,  it  is  impcniible  to  wjr.  At 
■II  cTTOi*  ihc  G«niile  ChiiMlans  iiiuiii  have  largely  ouinutiiherrd  the  Jewlth 
Chiitliaiu  by  ihc  lime  that  I  Pctel  wu  written. 

i  So  Had  (p^  16ft),  who  eiplatni  tbe  alweDce  of  Cilicia  Irani  Ihe  fact  that 
It  bclortiinl  («  Syi'a  till  about  KD.  74,  whlUt  Patophyli* and  Lycia  ntlghl 
(oii][hl]r  be  retarded  u  "oouide  Ihe  Taurus." 
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Ihc  nriy  pslritlic  tiwlilion  {But.  H.  B.  ii>  IJ.  quoting  Papikt  am)  Q«in. 
AIcE.  u  hi»  luihoiiilei,  M  Jerome),  which  knew  o(  no  ChtUtUn  diurtb  ol 
Bitliylon  not  of  any  viiit  of  Pctct  to  that  rceim),  ihe  suoejaliot)  of  Mark 
(nee  abovo)  wiih  (lie  apottte,  and  ihr  alliition  in  1**  (i(rt  fiatAti  ,  ,  .  tin 
Irr'liitf).  Grbei  {ZKG.,  (901,  pp.  ifi  f.],  la  hit  aiicnifit  10  ilLiproT«  Petcr*( 
death  ■!  Room  |io  van  Manen),  deniei  (h«  mptical  kiik  of  Babyhm,*  and, 
like  Si%ci  (Idllowiiig  Giiotin  and  Hate),  tuppotn  that  Peter  w«nl  to  the 
Auyrian  t  Babylon  ilielf  |in  58,  Solger).  The  preunce  of  Jtwt  in  the 
laltct  diuricl  may  be  gnnted,  but  penecuiion  and  plague  had  nduotd 
thrm  tadly  in  (he  fifth  and  tilth  d««ade*  or  Ihe  century  1  (he  Syriac  tradilion 
It  trranijely  rilcni  upon  any  tuch  mluion :  andThomai.  not  Peter,  baawxiwed 
■riih  the  evangelisation  of  Paithia.  Be»de*,  the  figuraiire  dctcriptkm  of 
Mark  tn  j"^  u  my  im,  (ellt  in  hvcm  of  the  hpiiliual  intetpretatioo  of 
VafivKyit  in  the  imnicdiBlely  piecedinK  woidt,  no  Icm  than  aj;aln»l  the  theory 
which  would  lee  in  fl  it  Ba^xVlvi  nrttKirtt)  an  alluiion  to  I'^ter'i  m'ik  (to 
Bengel.  MayetholT,  Jaehmann,  Airord,  Stanley,  itnil  Bigg),  who  aeeodipBiiied 
hei  hiutiand  on  hit  miuion-iouis  (i  Co  9*)  and  wai  not  unknown  (o  later 
tndiiioD.  Apart  from  the  bet  that  Ihe  phrate  it  an  extiemely  ainigulat 
dctcciptl'in  t)i  an  individual,  it  wuuld  he  very  awkward  to  follow  it  up  with 
a  lefeience,  which  waa  not  litecal  (though  tome,  i.g.  Bcngel  and  Stanley, 
would  take  it  lilerally),  to  my  itn  Afanui,  The  combination  of '  the  church 
in  Babylon'  (especially  in  sieetinn  a  leriea  of  chunhetl  'and  my  ipiriloat 
•on'  it  much  more  likely  than  'my  wile  and  my  ipiiitiul  ton,'  particularly 
u  1'eier  it  nid  to  liavc  been  ■  father  (Eul.  H.  £.  iii.  30L  1  ;  Cietn.  Ala. 
StiWH,  iil.  6.  51). 

There  is  no  hint  in  the  epistle  of  any  trouble  between  Jeirish 
and  Gentile  Christians,  and  no  allusion  lo  the  vexed  tiuestkin 
of  the  Law.  The  audience  present  to  the  miter's  mirKi  is 
composed  of  Chtittians  regarded  as  the  true  Israel  (ficAeirrovt 
VMifwirtS^^ioic  Siainropac),  who  were  aliens  in  a  *rorld  of  suffering 
and  persecution.  Their  pre-Christian  condition  was  orte  of 
religious  ignoionoe  (1'*  iyvom,  c\x  Eph  4^*,  Ac  \^^'^,  in  which 
they  were  no  peoptt  of  God  (i"-  ^),  but  the  long  destined 
purpose  of  God's  salvation  had  been  achieved  in  them  {!•■'*), 

*  So  aAet  Catvin,  Alford,  Dean  Sianley  (Strmtttt  amd  Bsiuyt  •n  Af»tl, 
^/r>P^^KJohnttone((^.  nV.  pp.  3j-i$),  and  Kithl(pp,  J&4(.)  among  enodna 
critic*.  The  argumertta  for  Rome,  at  againil  Ihe  Metopotamian  Dat^ton.  ate 
be«  put  by  Winditehmann  (pp.  IJO-IJJ),  Seufert  [ZWT.,  iSSj.  146-156), 
Salmon  (/AT.  pp.  440  (,),  Lightfoot  (CUmtnt,  a.  pp.  491  t),  Zaha  {Sitt. 
a.  19  r.),  and  Burger  (pp.  154  f.). 

t  The  tradition  connecting  Mark  with  Alenndria,  ar^  the  pocdbilitf  of 
the  Frtatkiig  ef  Fiitr  having  an  KgyjHian  origin,  nighl  tell  in  favouf  ol 
the  Egypiiaii  Bihylon,  a  Roman  forlieu  In  Old  Ciiro  (cp.  Cone,  EBi,  36Si), 
whotc  cloimi  were  advocated  by  Le  Clerc.  Hill,  TearMin,  Pott,  and  Gietwell. 
Michaelii  thought  of  SdciKia,  Scmler  (fallowin|{  I'earton,  H«tduin,  and 
MOM  othert)  of  Jcnualeih 
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'tnd  they  vere  now  the  true  and  ihe  new  People  (>^.  All 
this  points  10  CcntLtc  Christians  as  the  prrpondctating  ftnd 
^LctuncUrittic  element  in  the  cbtirchM  addresHed.  Since  there 
V«ere  Jewbb  settlements  throughoui  these  provinces,  the  local 
diurchcs  in  oil  likelihood  included  members  of  Jewish  biilh, 
pTobsbly  abo  some  who  had  been  proselyteH.*  This  would 
account  in  pan  for  the  familiarity  with  the  LXX  which  the 
writer  presupposes;  hesidex,  it  adds  point  to  several  of  his 
appeals.  But  of  the  Gentile  Christian  character  of  the  main  body 
there  can  be  no  doubt  {cp.  GHmm,  pp.  657  f.,  and  Hocnnicke, 
JC.  pp.  115-117).  Even  a  phrase  like  irarpciraptiSaTot  in 
connexion  with  irooxpo^ij  {1"),  which  might  seem  to  imply 
k  Jcwbh  converts,  would  well  apply  lo  the  strong  yoke  of  hereditary 
[pagan  custom  "built  up  and  sanctioned  by  the  accumulated 
instincts  and  habits  of  past  ccniurics  of  ancestors."  f  Finally, 
the  tone  of  4*^  puts  it  beyond  doubt  that  the  readers  had  been 
,  pagans  prior  to  their  conversion ;  such  a  description  would  not 
■  apply  to  Jewish  Christians. 

)4.  Relation  lo  Paul  and  Pauliniim. — i    P.  is  therefore  a 

fat  addressed  to  the  Centite  Christians  north  of  the  Taurus 

■ia  Minor.    The  writer  evidently  did   not   belong  to  the 

ilisu  who  bad  founded   thi;  local  churches  (1"),  for  the 

lition  reported  by  Origen  {apud  Eus,  Jf.  E.  iii.  t),  that  Peter 

i  evangelised  the  Jews  in  Nonius,  Galatia,  Bithynia,  Cappadocia, 

and  Asia,  is  little  more  than  an  inference  from  i   P  i'.     The 

[writer    r>eiihcr  refers   to  any   previous    visit,   nor  promises  a 

[visit     His  knowledge  of  the  conditions  of  his  readers  does  not 

imply  any  close  personal  relationship  such  as  that  presupposed 

Lto  Paul's  letter  to  the  churches  of  Galatia,  and  there  is  no  hint 


*  The  idea,  at  one  time  advocatotl  bjr  ioric  crilin  (t.g.  MichMlii,  Eitit, 
1 144),  Ihat  the  epiiilk  wu  meaol  for  prntdytn  of  the  1.111c,  tiati  nenx  any 
basil  In  bclx.  The  other  view,  vhich  llmilei)  ihe  epulk  lo  Jcwbh  ChtillUnt 
(t»i  *-£•!  AngaUi,  Poll,  ile  \Vi:iti:,  ncd  Bcdliolilt),  is  miinly  advgcBled  to-day 
bjr  W^Msnd  Kohl,  p^'ll)'  ^m  iheir  pcculUt  and  untrnatile  thr/jry  of  Ihe  date 
of  tbe  CfiiUc,  puilr  on  eironeom  cicGeiica)  gioundi,  Thia.,  even  had  Paul 
aol  written  Ro  9",  >l  wriulit  be  daiini;  10  argue  that  tiecauie  IIoocb'*  words, 
died  ia  I  P-  3",  orlcinitlly  tefeircd  lo  tlie  Jcwi,  Ihcy  mutt  Lmc  the  Mme 
lefaeBCB  in  ihii  connciion. 

t  So  Horl  (p.  76),  who  tcfcn  to  Galalcei't  note  on  M.  Aniel.  iv.  6;  cp, 
DcnM]>,   Tit  DfoJh  y  Christ,  pp.  93  (.     Tlie  Jewlih  Chrikiiai*  chancier 
.  cf  the  Rftden  of  1  P.  i*  anuniej  by  Shailo  Maihewi,  Miiiianie  Hef4  m 
|A'7'|I906),  pp.  ijo  f.  i  but  this  liypothMit  U  almou  eniEtely  abandoned. 
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of  wh&t  title  he  had  to  address  these  Asiatic  belierers.*  He 
tim|i!y  writes  as  an  apotlU  of  Jettit  Ckritl.  litis  im|)reuion  of 
indefiniteness,  however,  is  due  lo  the  scaoty  records  of  the  cnn- 
gclisatioo  of  Asia  Minor  during  the  first  oenlurr,  even  wiihm 
Paul's  lifetime.  The  difficulty  is  really  not  removed  by  the 
pscudonyniogB  hypothesiB,  for  even  it  assumr^s  that  readers  of 
the  cpiKtlc  were  meant  to  undencand  that  Peter  had  bad  MIM 
connection  with  these  prurtnces. 

The  intornal  ct'lilence  of  Ihc  cpitltc  i«vnU  kn  IntctotlBg  aSnlly  faWdl 
Sciiiln  »M  one  ai  ihe  fiitl  lo  bring  am)  which  is  ftlmoci  equally  diAcutl, 
vii.,  with  (he  wtitingi  u  writ  &i  with  the  rcligioui  idtas  of  FbdI.  TIm 
Dchuca  n(  Kuinitiis,  if  mil  of  CftlaiUnf,  are  unmiiLUkahle.  The  Uin.ai|.i 
of  I*  {,^pt<i»tvtUittii^  iA  vl0T<vi  (li  ffUT<i)9l«r  Jra^nr  drotaXw^fiv)  fr  nipv 
Ao^'Vl  rchim  Cial  3*  {liiptvpaifuia  th  t%r  rlarit  ivotaXv^^v*')'  tho«ch 
lh«  UtM  dilTcr  i  uiil  a"  clnuly  (nrallelt  Gal  5".  Moce  ckail)',  hawevCT. 
■**atiSWCfS  in  Ro  ll"-,  and  i"  1r<3r  ra^titClr  intviuHt,  ofrint  rrpvntvn^t 
cari  r^f  <^tix^%  itvitr)  iccalli  R(i  7^  (fripor  finer  i»  nit  itf><t«W  Am- 
rrparfvA^ivsr  r.  r.| ;  while  i'*-'*  ii  an  obviou*  leiiiiiilacence  Of  Ihc  thought  in 
Ro  13'-*.  just  ai  I*  is  of  Bo  ij'.  o(  i^of  Ro  u'.  or  3*  of  Ro  ij".  Tile 
quolalitin  in  l^*  need  nol  ncveuarily  t  have  bcrn  mouldnl  hy  Paul's  luigllige 
Id  K<>  9""** ;  liut  a  cum|<)iiisi>n  of  both  epiMlei,  in  the  order  and  eipmilon 
of  thought,  rcvoUs  ■  relaiionship  which  ii  nol  explicable  cxoept  on  the 
hypothesis  ihai  the  one  wu  written  hy  m  nun  who  koo  the  other  [cp.  t^. 
a"  =  Ro  g",  4'"  =  Ro  :»^  •),     The  dc|)cni]ence  U  naiinally  on  the  tide  o( 

■  IVler.t  Apart  altogether  rtoni  the  other  evidence  which  placet  1  Peter 
nol  earlier  ihui  Ihe  Kienlh  decwie,  l\turt  urli^inatity  of  thooghc  aad  tlyle 
U  too  well  mailtcd  10  admit  of  Ihc  hypolhaii  thai  he  o'aa  iho  bonower. 

But  while  an  acquaintance  not  only  with  the  general  coo- 
ocptions,  but  also  with  one  or  two  t>f  the  epistles  of  Paul  {«4. 
I  Co  3"-  "".  =  ,?  i"-  =  Cot  3«,  1  Co  6»  -  1  P  5")  is  indubitable, 
ibc  writer  is  by  no  means  a  Paulinist.  His  attitude  is  rather 
that    of   the  common   practical    consciousness  pervading   th« 

*  If  Paul  wrote  lo  ihc  Roman  ud  the  Colcnaiui  ehurcho,  which  he  twd 
not  founded,  and  which  contained  a  propotiion  at  lead  of  Jeiriih  Chrlxlaiis, 
there  is  no  gieal  ie*Mn  lo  hetitaie  about  the  probability  of  PrtDr  hairiof  Mai 

■  paUoial  10  Ihe  Gentile  Chriiiiuvi  of  Noithem  Asia  Mtnot. 

t  The  coramon  ate  of  a  non-Scpiua)[intal  veiuon  of  U  af  miglil  be 
due  ic>  tifiariUgitim  (K*  above,  p.  24] ;  but  Ihe  coniexi  vicictfU  that  Ib« 
wiiict  of  I  P.  wu  not  independent  of  Paul  at  lliix  point,  and  thii  i*  oonobof  ■ 
aied  by  other  dala  of  the  epittle. 

X  Tliia  U  now  admitted  on  almoit  all  hands ;  for  the  evidence  In  detail, 
•ee  espedtlly  BtUchner's  t^ran-  pp.  IJ-jt ;  S.  Davldioa,  INT.  \.  SJ8  f. ; 
Sanday  and  Headlant,  Rfmami  {/CC),  pp.  Uiir-lixvi ;  Uiteri  itf.  tU.  pp, 
•79  f.),  aad  \'<ilic(  (we  below],  pp.  iS-ji|  irith  Scnfett's  elaborate  article 
teZffr.  (1874)  PP- 360-388. 
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churches, — ft  coMciousnesB  which  wis  prior  to  Paul,  and  in  whidi 
Paulinism,  for  the  most  pitrt,  operated  merely  as  a  ferment 
The  proper  appreciation  or  this  central  popular  Christianity  in 
the  apoetolic  age  is  vital  to  the  proper  focus  for  viewing  the 
earijr  Christian  literature.  Instead  of  ■  Peter  representing  a 
diluted  aiul  faded  Paulinism,  it  denotes  an  altitude  influenced, 
but  essentially  uncontrolled,  by  the  special  ideas  of  Paul's 
Ibeology.  The  tatter's  ralih-mystidsm,  Ills  conception  of  justi- 
fication, and  his  cschatology,  arc  absent  from  this  writer's 
pages,  which  reAecl  the  outloolc  of  a  primitive  Christian  who 
had  breathed  the  mesianic  atmosphere  of  the  better  Judaism, 
not  the  definite  soteriological  sundpotnt  of  one  trained  tn 
rabbinic  and  Hellenistic  modes  of  thought.  "  His  antecedents, 
properly  speakin):^  ate  not  Pauline,  but  prophetic  aitd  evangelic" 
(Denney,  Tke  Dtath  of  Cimt,  p.  86). 

Oil  the  hipcMlmii  thai  Peler  wrole  the  cprittie,  Ihi*  'PiuUno'  (caltire 
■JSht  ba  aeooiinied  for  by  ihe  (sci  thni  when  Pctcf  i«Achcd  Komc,  h«  routt 
b>*e  found  Romuu  ■  ticuuird  poacuion  in  Ihc  uchlTCi  al  ihe  local 
chufcK.  Almily  he  inu»l  liavc  b«ea  faiily  fjiiinillai  willi  the  ccniral  ideas 
of  hol'l  prMtchlnc  ;  ihe  dilTcrence  Uilwcen  xheta,  which  cmcrccd  at  Antiocli, 
vBi  pnaiaU  in  th«  main,  and  Ihcir  e'""^  conception  of  ihe  eoipcl 
■nd  iU  obligstioti*  wu  hiily  alike,  M  fai  ni  we  luvr  knjr  evidence  an 
tha  polBl.  Like  Pial,  he  wa>  nut  arene  (q  coiuaitint;  with  OcnUic 
Chraniuu  (Gal  a""**),  anil  he.  loo,  believed  in  juiii5cation,  ooi  by  the  law, 
bill  by  biih  is  JMU*  OirlM.  Thi>  would  eijiliin  in  pad  the  "  miitia^  □( 
ttnt  nlada"  which  it  involve<l  in  ibc  relation  of  i  V.  to  the  eaiUei  Paulina 
faipd.  Oa  th«  other  hand,  Pcter'i  nature  wai  not  speculative.*  lie  ww 
much  more  teMptivc  and  much  leM  original  than  Paul.  Hence  his  ud- 
ihoolcclcal  lempcri,nienc  would  naturally  lead  him  lo  me  phruca  like  Vr 
Xp>#Tv  I  j"  ji*'  I*),  and  concepliona  luch  ai  that  of  leeeneiaiion,  for  his  own 
^  pnrpoaaa  of  practical  exhoRaiJon. 

W  Is-  ^<  muhcnkif. — The  Pauline  cast  of  the  epistle  need 
not,  however,  be  wholly  attributed  to  Peter  himself.  Silvanus, 
his  amanuensis,!  had  been  associated  with  Paul  in  the 
Macedonian  mission  (■  Th  i',  3  Th  i')  and  at  Corinth  (3  Co 
j"),  after  which  {Ac  18')  he  disappears  from  view.  It  cannot 
be  too  often  and  too  emphatically  denied  that  because  an  early 
Christian  formed  one  of  Paul's  cftterie,  he  must  therefore  have 

*  Thii  conildentlioD  U  brought  out  by   Renan  (ii.  ch.  v.)  and   Wcmle 
\Sptt^Uiiit  fr^g»,  pp.  199  r.) ;  tee  also  Rapp'i  eiMy  ia  PM.  <i893|  pp. 

J»3-3J7 

C(5i*)  and  GUukiat  (a«R>.  AIcz.  Stnm.  ifl.  17)  wet«  Ihe  Mb«r 
Of  wcreiancs  who*e  nama  have  been  ptnerved. 
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a»imilated  the  apontle's  entire  theological  system.  At  tbeiins 
time,  the  probability  is  that  Silvanus,  during  this  carljr  ftssodaiion 
with  Paul,  naturally  aoquired  a  sympKthjr  or  ftimiliarity  with  hb 
characterixtic  modes  or  thought  and  expression,  and  that  as 
naturally  these  emerged  when  he  wrote  out  wh^t  Peter  had  in 
substance  dictated. 

It  don  not  fbllciw  that  b«ca,uie  Peler  app|featly  did  not  vrrite  down  hii 
[cminisccnca  of  Jnui,  he  co»ld  ntit  hni-r  wtillcn  tn  opiMie  In  Greek.  And 
the  Greek  of  Ihii  e|ii>lle,  which  li  fnitly  comet  and  even  idionulic  Sn  ilyle, 
»  nuinly  dnwa  from  the  vooibolary  of  the  LXX  ;  in  fu:!,*  fiom  cctujn 
sections  of  ilic  LXX  it,g.  t"-  wiili  Dl  lo-ii,  i'=Dl  ii'.  J»aii"^  u"', 
5'  =  ll*  «l<^).  But  the  numerous  reniinlictnce*  of  the  LXX,  loectbet 
with  tr>ee>  of  on  acquainiancc  with  Thila  (cp.  Salmon,  /fifT".  i06),  ibe 
book  of  Witdom.t  an<l  i  MacMlicci,  a  liir^  propoition  of  clusical  wotih, 
and  ft  general  Myle  which  '  ahowi  Ihat  the  wrilei  wtlhin  certain  llntlU  hwl  ■ 
very  Mnildetahle  appreciation  of,  and  power  over,  iIk  chanclert^ia  vmbm 
of  Greek '  (Cliatc.  p.  781),  luc^ett  Ihc  likelihood  thai  the  conce|iliotki  of  tht 
apostte  owe  tomcthinf;  of  their  charoctcriitie  KliinK  to  bi*  amMmensii. 
According  10  Pipias,  Peter  needed  Mark  ai  hit  /ptnir^vr^t  e*«n  in  the  wark 
of  preaching.  A«  a  native  of  Galilee,  he  tannot  have  lirra  wholly  untamiliai 
with  eu!l<x|iiUl  Greek,  but  even  the  power  of  tpesking  in  a  language  does 
not  imply  skill  in  compotilion,  and  without  denying  Peler'i  abilily  to  addroc 
audienco  in  Greek— which  vna  OKniial  to  hit  niittion-work— ot  kb  me- 
({ualniaiicc  not  simply  with  the  LXX  but  with  tbc  rctigloui  liadltloal 
circulated  by  books  like  Enoch,  we  are  entitled  to  conclude  tiuu  he 
required  the  letvice*  of  a  man  like  Sllvanuii  lo  compoM  luch  an  cpiMk 
aa  Ihc  present,  juM  >a  he  needed  Nfark,  If  hii  rcminliccncci  of  ]ou*  were  to 
be  CDminitled  to  writing.  "  Tnulitiun  telli  ui  that  St.  Peter  employed  more 
th«n  one  Interpreier  ;  It  U  Indeed  hard  not  lo  think  that  w«  hatv  tin  work 
of  one  in  the  Fint  Ep.  b  it  credible  that  a  Galilean  Siherman  who  loft 
out  hit  H'a  (thai,  we  are  told,  ii  what  Ml  16"  impliet) !  should  after  middle 
life,  end    in   the  midil   of   absorblnG  occupalioni,   have    learnt   to  write 

*CpL  Scharfe  {^A*.,  iSSq,  ppi.  6tfit.).     The  wrlt«i^  fondiWH  (or  baiah 

t"*=U  S3'-»,  i'»=I.  S3*'.  »*'=U  40".  3"=1»  8"  a^,  4»*=U  n',4"- 
U  35*]  may  have  been  one  icaaon  why  he  followed  the  lymbollc  method  of 
alluding  to  Rone  m  Babylon  (cp.  I*  47' etc.).  Bui  that  reference  isea^llet 
than  the  Gnt  literary  evidence  for  h,  f.f.,  in  Sib.  Or.  5'**'  (cp-  DB.  i. 
3I4-111). 

1  Cp.  3*=Si^>.  i«  3".  ^'S*p  14*  ttc 

t  Cichhom  ihou^l  of  John  Mark  a<  the  writer  who  worked  up  PMer*! 
idcu,  01  (■ociirdini;  lo  Baioniui]  itanalaled  them  from  Hebrew  into  <ite«k. 
Bui  the  iraniJailon-hypolheMs  (10  Jerome  i  from  Anmakl  is  nnieiMble  in 
view  of  the  ityle. 

I  Nut  nsccMMtly  a  mark  of  UlUcTBcy,  bowerer  (ep.  C  F.  Hoo,  9T.  SL 
436-43;). 
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tcboUil7  Giccfc  Ilka  thb?"*  The  query  onnot  bal  be  uuwcted  in  the 
MgMirr- 

The  recognition  of  the  shsrv  of  Silvanus  in  writing  ihc 
epbllc  (E*rald,  Grimm)  hu  spr«ad  in  leceiit  yean;  it  is 
advocated  in  difTercnl  foims  by  Zahn,  Ustrri,  Uacon,  Bigg, 
Monnicr,  and  Hart.  In  this  event  Peter  dthct  dictated  the 
letter,  the  phrase  Sto  SiAovaiov  iypail/a  (5")  being  equivalent 
practicallyt  to  expressions  like  Ac  is****,  Ro  6**;  Polylt,  arf 
/H»V.  14  ;  Ign.  A™.  10,  etc  (cp.  Unit,  .9^.,  1896,  pp.  405-436), 
or  else  he  actually  entrusted  iu  cocoposiiion  (Zahn)  to  SiU-anus, 
revising  and  sanctioning  his  work.  As  the  lallcr  was  in  alt 
likelihood  the  bearer,  there  was  no  need  of  him  inserting  a 
special  salutation  from  himself  (as  from  Terttus  in  Ro  16");  5" 
DOC  only  accredits  him  as  an  apostolic  delegate,  but  possibly 
implies  that  he  will  supplement  by  means  of  oral  teaching  and 
infomation  what  the  apostle  has  briefly  incorporated  in  the 
cpistle.J  I'his  may  itamp  the  epistle,  if  one  chooite  to  say  so, 
IS  semi-piteudonymous.  At  any  rate  it  serves  to  account  Eiirly 
for  the  daU  of  the  letter,  the  primitive  and  even  Pctrine  cast 
of  the  ideas  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  power  of  handling 
Greek  upon  the  other,  g  That  the  general  tone  and  standpoint 
are  Peter's,  need  not  be  doubted,  in  view  of  the  coincidences 
between  the  epistle  and  the  speeches  of  Peter  in  Acts. 

The  responsibility  of  Silvanus  for  the  epistle's  form  and 
contents  is  pushed  a  step  further  by  those  who,  like  Seufert, 
Baljon,  von  Soden,  Spiita,  and  R.  Scott  {TAe  Pauline  EpittUt, 
ao8  r.),  make  him  its  author  after  Peter's  dt-ath.  Bui,  while 
Silvaaus  was  undoubtedly  an  apostle  (t  Th  a')  and  prophcC 
(Ac  15")  himself,  and  white  this  or  almost  any  form  of  the 
poeudoDym -hypothesis  is  li^itimate  and    indeed   deserving  of 

■  SiiDcax.  7%*  Wri/frt  *f  tkt  NT.  (p.  68).  "  En  loiil  cm,  la  buigue  de 
nfdtfc  ne  peut  guire  jire  h  tiennc.  .  .  .  On  ne  voii  {ut>«  I'kNleiit 
G^iUcn  6]uilil]fuit  >u  phroixs,  I'lppliquanl  k  mcholnet  euclemmt  le* 
propoilnoi "  (Munnier,  pp.  315  f.). 

t  Honrdu*  of  Corinih  \afitd  Eui.  //.  S.  jv.  13.  ii),  wiilrD);  la  th* 
Rmun  chimh,  refcra  to  ihc  tpiiile  of  Clem.  Rom.  u  ■  pteviuui  commuititm- 
(ioa  IiOB  Kunir,  rV  ■poWpiU'  iaiir  lA  KK^^in-oi  ypa^icar,  i.t.  Ihe  author 
i«  icjatded  **  the  moiithpicce  of  the  Komui  church. 

;  Eiuiniu  mitrcul  the  rtne  <u  >  tcfeienc*  to  KRie  prcviou*  cpiitle 
eonpoKd  by  Si  Ivan  ut. 

I  When  Joccphus  wiole  hii  hjiiory  of  (he  /ewith  war,  "afln  aU  m<f 
■iMeriali  tirere  pnpucil  foi  the  nork,  I  emptoyid  Mime  ft/lalvralairt  to  be 
quite  an/til  in  the  Greek  iiltomi "  {Afitm,  L  9,  <r.  Sliitkio). 
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seriuui  coruideiation  in  view  or  the  enigmatir  data  of  the 
writing,  the  selfpraist  of  5'*  becomes  offensive  on  such  a  riew. 
Itesidcs,  the  age  and  atiihorily  of  Silvanut  would  not  hare 
requiied  any  extraneous  aid,  in  order  to  address  the  Asiatic 
Christians  then,  and  the  theory  fails  to  ciqilain  why  he  chose 
Peter  insCcad  of  Paul  as  his  mouthpiece. 

The  lack  of  detailed  personal  reference  to  the  life  and  words 
of  Jesus  has  also  been  felt  to  tell  heavily  against  the  concieptior 
that  tlie  epistle  could  have  been  written  by  an  apostle,  and 
especially  t^  so  intimate  an  apostle  and  disciple  as  Simon  Peter. 
This  objection,  however,  is  less  serious  than  it  seems.  For  one 
thing,  the  criterion  presupposed  is  unhistotical ;  tlie  suprecoe 
interests  of  the  first  generation  of  disciples  were  not  biographical. 
For  another  thing,  we  have  no  evidence  (O  cstabll.^h  a  standard 
of  what  or  how  a  disciple  of  Jesus  would  have  written  of  him 
in  a  letter  of  exhortation  addressed  to  a  Christian  churdi  or 
group  of  churches.  The  so-called  first  epistle  of  John,  on  the 
supposition  that  it  was  composed  by  the  son  of  Zebedee,  has  less 
biographical  detail  than  First  Peter ;  and  even  those  who  hold 
that  the  epistle  of  James  *  wa.i  written  by  the  ton  of  Alj)lueitS( 
will  admit  thai,  for  all  its  wealth  of  apparent  allusions  to  the 
sayings  of  Jesus,  it  1%  practically  devoid  of  any  cxi>licit  allation 
to  his  earthly  career.  Peter  was  accustomed  to  give  re- 
miniscences of  the  Lord's  acts  and  words  in  his  preaching. 
A  transcript  of  these  fonns  the  basis  of  Mark's  gwpcl;  and 
although  the  latter  was  not  yet  published,  any  early  Christian 
churches  would  be  in  possession  of  a  certain  catcdwtial 
summary  of  the  Lord's  chief  sayings  and  of  the  main  events 
uf  his  career.  The  existence  and  circulation  of  such  evangelic 
manuals  in  the  primitive  churches  is  highly  probable,  from  the 
historical  standpoint ;  the  Christian  confession,  Jaus  is  the  Chritt, 
would  have  lacked  meaning,  had  not  catechumens  leami 
authoritatively  to  put  some  content  into  the  icrmy»ui.  Con- 
sequently any  apostle  like  Peter  might  presuppose  an  elenicntiiry 
acquaintance  with  the  historical  outline  of  the  Lord's  life,  so 
fat  as  thai  was  esscntiol  to  the  purposes  of  vital  Christianity. 
First  Peter  not  only  does  presuppose  it,  especially  in  connection 

*  JuDMhumutc  of  the  Ictlcr  but  leu  of  the  tpirit  of  the  fa*p«la  1  Petcf 
<«niuni  much  fcwci  r^miniuMicrt  {cp^  S<harf(,  ljS(.)  of  (ha  Myinip  ot 
Jcius.  in  iLeir  tynopUc  fann,  but  it  is  npetiM  10  ju.  in  lU  inlnlllooi  wi 
(he  fjeiiuinclj^  Chii>tiiin  spirit. 
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■itb  the  messianic  hopes  of  the  OT,  but  alio  convejs  tinob- 

trusiveljr  certain  allusions  to  Christ's  life  which  harmonise  witli 

Petei's  disdplcship  (i*  whom,  having  not  seen,  yt  love;   »**^ 

5>).     If    the    epiilk    lacked    the    opening   word   {Ptttr),    sayi 

julicher  {Eini.  p.   178),  no  one  would   have  conjectured  that 

Peter  vroie  it.     But  this  is  as  valid  nn  argument — so  far  as  it 

I  b  vmlid~in  favour  of  Its  Petrine  origin.     A  writer  who  desired 

^to  write  uDdei  Peter's  name  would  probably  have  emphasised 

BgoiC.     As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  have  in  3  P  (i*  etc.)  iu\ 

illustniion  of  how  a  later  writer  would  go  to  work  who  desired 

to   lend  vraiitmbiaiut   to  on   episllc  purporting  to  come  from 

Peter ;  the  apostte  is  made  to  speak  pnipheticalty  of  a  future  age, 

Kress  i*  bid  in  his  qualifications  as  an  cj'c-wiineu  of  Jesus,  and 

an  iienical  allusion  to  Paul  occurs.     The  absence  of  such  traits 

[in  I  P.  b  really  a  point  in  its  favour. 

A  Miiptrmeniacy  polnl  U  Ihe  coiuonanec  between  the  leligioiu  idcM 
of  Ihc  epistle  »nd  Ihoae  of  the  Pcifine  npecchci  in  Acti :  t.g.  God  no 
nip«ct«f  of  pcrM>n>  (i"  =  Ac  lo**|,  the  cleansing  of  ihe  wiiil  thruoKh  ItUh 
(lW  =  Ae  tS*)i 'h«  rejoicing  in  ihnneU"*" ''=Ac  j"),  elc  Theic  dots  ore 
aoc  dctudve.  Tliey  might  li.)  point  to  itie  use  ofthe  earlier  Iraditiotu  by  ■ 
luer  wriitt,  who  hid  utcu  to  iliein  either  in  Acti  or  In  their  original  ihupc. 
Or.  (li.|l)Ky  inii>ht  imome  oue^  be  no  moie  than  iJluslnlioiu  of  ihe  common 
(■mil  of  ideu  and  eiprnnons  within  ihc  primitive  rhiiich.  But  when  one 
makei allooa-nce  l»r  ihe  <llff«ence  of  elicumuances  (fti,  (.f.,  MiyeiholT,  pp^ 
118 1,  (ul*  lodol,  there  i(  enough  to  indicate  ihu  the  Indilion  underlj-ing  the 
tpeecbe*  rcflecis  the  nme  mind  u  the  epiMlc* 

|£.  Traca  in  tarty  CkritUan  hltrafuri, — The  evidence  for  (he  cuitl- 
ctKe  and  ■uthuriry  of  the  epiitle  in  the  church  a  bath  ample  and  early.  Ai 
Euicbaus  pain! rd  out  {//.  E.  iv.  14.  9,  j'y/r«  tloXuKSpirvi 'c  rj  iijXwtfiiVg  rpii 
^\*rrifvlovf  aiirov  yp9^  ^pottivTj  f  fi  itZpo,  KixP^^i  '^'>  nafrrvfjlat  ifi  r^t 
lUrftv  FpoT^foi  /ruTToXi)!),  the  episile  ■■as  familiar  10  Poiykarp)  ;t  lhi»  is 

*  Foe  ihii  primitive  type  oT  early  Chriiiian  though),  specially  in  connectton 
'  vrith  ibe  Petrine  tradition  picwrved  by  I.ukc  in  Acu  l-S,  cp.  Kittchl'i 
£iitiit»iiite*,  pp.  ir6l.,  285  -.  Rcuu.  AT  TA.  u.  pp.  aSif.  :  P.  Ewald,  ^u 
HmflfrMtm  J.  Efg/n/rvt,  pp.  6S-75  :  Mangold  i/fifT.  pp.  6s9f.>,  Jacoby 
(ATJEM»»,  pp.  iJof),  Sieve«tt[,vrr*.  pp.  358  f.).  and  Br):tch!ii«,  ATri. 
1.  pp.  377  f.,  aiih  B.  Rigi^cnbach  {Z&Aw.,  1S90.  iSj-iS^;). 

t  While  (he  *IImiiini  in  t  Peter  In  Polykajp,  though  introduced  by  no 
eipUdt  fonnula  of  i^uutatinn,  render  it  hcyund  qiintlon  >hai  the  biKhop  knew 
Iht  qMle,  h«  oercr  menrLou  T'eler  ni  the  author,  aUhoush  he  frequently 
<iu*  Paul  by  name.  Thi*  feature  i>  employed  by  Himick  ( TLZ.,  1SS7,  p. 
aiS)  10  *ho*  thai  the  eplttle  or  homily  woa  u  yet  dntitutc  of  Ita  Petrine 
addftM  and  concluiion  (xe  below,  %  S).  Bnl  the  inrerencc  it  noi  cm- 
dauvc.  Paul  had  bnn  at  Phitippi.  in  which  Polyktrp  was  writing :  Prtet, 
^L-ip  far  w  we  hnow,  had  not  toMilrait  ihe  case  <rf  Corinth  In  Clem.  Rom.), 
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evident  from  echoes  in  diilincl  aa,  4j.,  i.  j  (ilt  }r  nAi  ttirrtt  nfrc^m  x*i 

[iifi  ira^andfitwoi  rAc  itripoai  &at\n!^aTt  ry  0«p  .  .  .  Yttfrit^rm  <fl  r^ 
tyttfinrra  rir  Ki<iKar  ituw*  'liso^r  Xfiiirrir  /(  rtupAr  ml  tlrra  AlVy  t4tw| 
=  l"  1,  li.  a  (>ilr  dvahlArrd  iiiiiv  dni  taioi'  4  XoiSopfo*  drrl  XH&lt>(M)']f, 
V.  3  =  j"(cp.  G»l  S"),  vi-  3(f.f\uJ«ir(fiiT4«XW  =  3",  vii.  3  (r4»«*ni  rpAt 
Tdt<^df)  =  4',  viii.  1-9  =  3",  ntnuti)^  oiheri  ICA'.  i,  9ST  f.,  NTA.  pp. 
Sfi-891.  The  use  orihecpUile  in  Clciu.  Kom.  i*  Itu  copiou*  nii'I  clot,  but 
on  Ihc  whole  ciiible  in  paiBogci  like  tii.  1  f.,  where,  after  eiboriiac  iht 
Carin(hi*n«  tuxImiiTlon  Hlo  and  vttin  thoii(;hli  (1"),  Clement  bldt  thrm  fit 
Iheit  eye*  on  *  ihc  blood  of  Chriil  nnd  know  i^i  lata  rt/uor  ry  6<y  f^  wfft 
a^O'  (  =  i'**"l,  rollnwing  llii*  up  with  an  ■lluiion  (o  id  rcdeeining  power 
and  to  Noili't  prnchine  o(  [r|icniHnco  (J*] ;  or  in  lix.  t  Uiikntr  wui  tei 
ttirout  tit  ^^,  dvA  dvv'"  <'■  /rlTrwrtr  Jififi  Ird^rsi  atTc6)  =  2*''*, 
The  puallel  of  iixvi.  a,  imBiWti  di  rt  0av/>a«ri>  adroO  ^^  (■:3'),  b 
dubloui.  owing  lo  the  tcxiuat  uncctlftlnly  aboul  SauiMcttf  (=oni.  $71. 
Ocm-  Al«x.).  But  the  hypoiheii*  of  *n  BgrBphon  (Rodi,  Agrafka,  p.  S4SI 
muM  not  be  *llow^  (a  »ITect  Ihe  force  of  Ihe  arpiment  *  Iron  xlix.  J.  ahm 
Pi  ro"  U  quoted  in  a  form  which,  diHcilne  from  (he  Hetiiew  (cit  and  ihe 
LXX  alike,  occun  in  I  P  4*.  Ilete.  ai  elsewhere,  it  it  pouable  (p.  34I 
thai  both  pM«i|[M  Independent  I  /  derive  from  some  coniTnon  Knitor,  dlhet  a 
manual  of  dlalions  or  a  Giccit  veriion  of  Ptovetfaa  ;  but  Ihl*  tuppcaltioo  il 
needle*  in  view  of  Ihe  oihcr  evidenee,i'  t.g.  the  occuncnce  in  Cka.  u 
in  I  P.  alone  uf  Alt\t,init  (II.  4,  i"  j')  in  the  trnMi  of  bratbdriiaad, 
dva'te*(H'a  >>■-  >.  4").  >^d  6ro>f«|ijiit  (3",  cp.  xvi.  where  it  U  abo  used, 
with  a  citulinn  frum  I>  jj.  of  Chrisi'i  lowlir  pUiciKc).  In  EfA.  1.  1-^ 
li;iuiiui  uiiCt  wDtiilit  and  itittBrtn  lu|;rihr[  {1  F  j**-)  in  a  context  where  he 
alio  <|Uo[ci  Pi  ^  (t  P  5*)  lo  enforce  the  duly  of  lubnuuion  an  the  pan 
of  member!  lnwirdi  their  luperion  in  the  church  i  but  neilhci  thii  not 
an/  other  racmblsncei  [t.%.  Afaffn.  xiii.  a  =  s',  aJ  fefyi.  W.  3"3*|  cas  be 
•aid  to  prove  ihni  the  epiiile  wu  known  lo  lenatiui,  or  M  lewt  uaed 
by  hiin.  In  Katn.  iv.  11  f.  [^^tri^ir  rhr  #t0aw  tvu  QitS  ...  1  Kdyut 
d*pa«tinrs\iyiJ.tTwi    iptrii   rir   (de^uf    fiofrsi  taSiil  in^^tr  lafiuiVai]  tbe 


I 
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Beside*,  Polykarp  mme  than  once  ndopli  lilently  the  wordi  of  Paul  (f^. 
iil.  3  =  C<il4*,  [v.  1^1  TiA'",  vi.  i=-Kni4>°'")athe<]oe*ihOMof  iPeter; 
and  even  the  quoialloru  from  ihc  former,  iniioduced  bf  ttUm  tn,  arc  epi- 
gnnraialie  and  axiomatic  staieincnti,  *  while  the  phtatn  quottd  bwn  I  Pale* 
arcralhcr  of  a  horlalory  type'  (Chaae,  p.  781a). 

*  The  quDtaiion  in  Ja  j"  b  alighily  diRetenl.  At  Pi  ^  i*  quMad  aol 
only  in  1  ?  J*  but  in  Ja  4',  it*  occuircnce  in  Clem.  kxx.  I  (annot  aafelr  b« 
dnwn  upon  in  Ihii  oanncxicm. 

t  The  fortn  of  crwiing  goei  l«cb  in  part  to  the  LXX  1(M*V  ^^ 
rXqewtftf?,  Dn  3*  6").  though  it*  ChtiHian  mpanalon  and  uunp  were 
probably  doe  to  1  P  1'.  A  conlemporvy  Jewiih  phnue  ii  ihe  aK'  ;ue^ 
in  ih«  aildtot  of  the  official  Uitcr*  tent  by  K.  Gamaliet  uf  Jmaalrm  lo  iha 
Jewi  of  the  Dltpetikm  (cp.  Dctcnbuutc'i  l.'tiiilttn  a  tt  Gt»fr»fltit  dt  U 
ftitttint,  L  ppL  141 L).    Thete  Ictien  woe  dictated  M  Jdia,  Ui  MoMuy 
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H  Ueu  and  tuieuice  of  t  P  fi*  i«cvr,  jnit  u  the  conoeplum  of  ihr  OT 
pfophtlt  having  been  iiupirtd  to  antlclpalr  Oiritl't  fmHrrins  (i  P  i"^]  it 
Kptoduecil  in  v.  j-6 :  but  nn  ilms  can  lie  laid  on  Ihii,  while  ilic  onlf  iithFr 
[lanlMi  I'iviit  x'i>"'<><>  of  ('■mI  >  "<-  9=  i'" :  •■  sfirilial  Itmftt  buitl  nf  unla 
lAf  l.ard,  ivi.  lo  <!>■  ^)  "'  moment  are  indreltlvc. 

The    lonelf  cthoa  in   the   Didachj   (I.   4,    i-^xtv   rwr  aa.p%\t!ir    isj 
«w^Ti<^  ^rtf  i>^£r  s  1"  dT/x"""'  '>'*  ropoo^''  /ri^ivui^l  and  Diognelua 
1  (ii.  Ssj>*)Mnirut  wlih  the  nmrc  numeioutmincldcncvt*  between  tlcimu 
[uid  I  Peto.     But  none  <>[  these  seems  quite  dedure,  uid  their  eumuUtlTe 
I  Ibfccdocs  not  invalvc  anjr  litcntry  i elation  between  Ihf  two  writingt.    The  lame 
I  tnia  of  S  Cletnmi  <»iv.  J=i'",  »vi.  4=4'),  and  e^'en  of  Juitio  MatijT. 
eothcthand,  Papiu  knew  and  nied  the  epiule  (Eus.  II.  E.  jii.  39,  17I, 
I  al  vdXai  wprafli^ipcH  (iii.  J.  i),and  I  he  echoes  of  it  in  the  epinle  fiom 
taod  Vitnne  thow  (Eus.  H.  S.  v.  1-3)  that  it  wu  one  of  the  tcriptutn 
I CORCM  in  Gaul  hf  the  middle  of  the  Meond  eerituty.     By  the  time  of 
,  Tcttulliao  (Roiuch,  i(ai  ST  Ttrt.  pp.  SS^fO.  Ittnwua,  Oiigen,  inil  Clemeal 
of  Alexandiia  (Zohn't  Fimkimgeii.  iii.  79f.>,  it  wu  freely  quoted  a*  Pririne; 
but  'tbeactttal  traces  of  the  early  use  of  i  Peter  in  the  Latin  chuichoare 

rmj  taAly.  There  ■»  not  the  leati  evidence  lo  ihow  that  lis  auihoriiy  unu 
CTO'  dUpuled,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  it  doe*  not  seem  to  haie  been  much 
■cad'  (WeMcoll.  CaiwH,  p.  a6j).  Thua,  while  included  in  the  Peshijta,  it 
b  BM  BCfitiuned  in  t)ie  Muratonan  Canon,  though  the  ApocalypM  of  Peler 
b  Ckneeited.  The  omiuian  may  have  been  accidcnlal,  at  in  the  caie  of 
HebTem.  and,  u  the  tlociiment  in  qimtlon  It  mui!liled,  it  may  have  been 

•  nally  nxstioned,  although  none  of  the  attempts  to  lind  a  place  Ut  It  in  the 
eataat  teal  poueuei  any  ciilical  signilicance.  Neveilheleia  by  Itii*  time  the 
«piiU«  wai  ebe«hne  known,  and  known  at  Pctrine.  Ftom  Cinn.  Alea. 
\StT»m.  iv.  11.  81)  it  i>  pouible  to  infer  that  Builidet,  and,  from  a  frapnent 
of  Tbeodotns  (ll)>  'hat  the  Valenlinian  tchoul  of  the  Eait,  may  alio  have 
read  the  epiille  (for  the  Nyfvtyptuii,  aec  Zahn'i  F^uAmq^m,  iii.  133 1.),  but 
lu  diaracier  wia  not  hkcly  to  commend  it  to  the  Gnostics  in  general. 

Oo  the  other  hand,  the  simpler  and  more  diioct  character  of  the  epitlle 
•fipcan  lo  iodicste  it*  priority  to  Ephe*iani.t  The  fact  that  bnlh  encyclicals 
10  Ibc  Aatalic  churches  open  with  the  tame  formula  {BStittd  tf  /it  G*d  and 
P^itf  ^ »tir  t-tri Jtnu  Chriii,  wkt,  etc)  it  not  lohlicd  of  its  ligniliciincc 
by  the  occunence  of  BUixtd  ti  GtJ,  mic  ertalid  htavtn  amd  i^rtA,  at  the 
OfmriBC  ot  the  kins  of  Tyre's  Irfier  quoted  by  Eusebius  IPnf.  Smuif.  is.  34) 
from  Enpolemus  i  for,  althaui;h  Paul  (1  Co  I*}  panially  adapted  the  Jewish 
fofBala,  iu  PctiinD  form  is  unique.     The  following  ptngraph  (i^"]  is  carried 


*  Cp.  Zahn's  HMtM  da  Uirmai  (pp.  413  f.),  Chaitens,  CoitcmicHy  (pp. 
03-304),  <Vr.^.  115-117.  and  Spilta,  ^'rv.  ii.  391-399  (where  the  depeodenoc 
b  HngMd  10  I  Peler). 

tSo  Sdiwecler,   Ewald   ISitUn  StndiiXreiitn,   ppt   156^).  Davldtca, 

^^Mt,   bnl  especially   Hilgnifeld  \ZHT..    iHtj.    465-498.   Simt.   bait), 

^^OcBca  (/taa/nr,  i.   139  f.),  and   W.  Brtlcknet  {CkrtH.  pp,  41  f.),  with  B. 

Web*  ( Afr.  Ukibtgrig,  416  f.)  and  Kuhl,  oi  course,  at  against  Koiter  (pp. 

floytk  P.  Ewald <iy^  fit.  sSt),  Kluppet  (pp.  33f.),  and  panicuUfl)  llolu- 

Mkiin  (Kriiik.  dtr  Eflt.  n.  C«l.  Brit/t,  pp.  ataU). 

IS 
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nn  with  fr  j  knd  panidptes,  u  In  Bph  i*-i*,  whilst  In  Eph  ■>*-**  Avft  ml 
nXiipnro^a  aie  coiTcl>(«d,  on  ihc  laiii  of  human  fiiiih  supptutcd  by  the  dinM 
jiwa^ii.  «i  in  I  P  I***.  Futthct  parallels  of  thiiti|;Kl  and  langiuge  uqcui  in 
1  p  ji»-i>  =  Eph  ^  ",  I  P  i"  =  Eph  6".  1  V  i*"  =  Eph  »•,  I  P  i»  • 
Epli  4".  I  P  t»=Eph  I*-*.  1  P  i»  =  Ephi'*.  I  P»'-'  =  Eph4'*».  iPa*^ 
=  Eph  J^»"'  n -».  t  P  »»  =  Eph  s".  I  P  a"  =  Eph  6',  i  P  3"=  Eph 
l"""|«  ip«fully  icrikine  cdncidcncv).  1  P  3''-Eph  5"-",  t  P  3*vEpti 
3",  I  P  3'  =  Eph  s".  I  P  4**=Kph  !»'.  I  P  V'sEph  3»  BMli  im 
Siljja^ot.  nol  aararSi,  both  lepiciduce  ihe  '  dtierntui  >d  iafctot '  (I  P  3'^ 
Eph  4*'') ;  Iht  ptcdominknce  of  An/r  in  l  P.  connpondi  lo  ill  ptomitwMe 
in  Epii.  (cp,  1"  3"  4*),  aiid  coniRiwi  In  both  uc  Icrini  tike  i^ptyvriaSai  tai 
tArrXayx'oi-  The  affinlliet  beiwccn  the  two,  not  only  in  phtmeoIoQr  biu  In 
tiniclure  and  cuncifplian,  involve  a  liletaiy  telationihip  ahich  itnplict  thai 
the  one  drew  upon  ilic  olhei,  unlru  «c  admit,  with  Sciifrit  aDd  K.  Scon, 
that  both  wnc  wnticn  by  Silvanus.  Either  Feler  knew  Ephealana,  or.  If  th< 
l»tt«  ii  pcBt-l'auline.  the  authoi  of  Epheiiani  mote  prabably  wa*  aoqiMiatcd 
wiih  (he  Pctiine  pantutikl. 

The  connection  with  Jatnci  b  practically  of  the  Bune  nature.  Both  1  P. 
■nd  }*%.  uu  Siavropi  in  a  cltiiv«d  trnv  in  their  addmsei,  both  rmphauK  ri 
Sotiiuar  rji  rlrrtut  (l''=Ja  t')  umlet  Ihe  fiie  of  trial  and  lemplatioa  (I'a 
)a  1'),  both  employ  a  special  lendciing  of  Pi  id'*  <4'=Ja  j";  cp.  FkU'i 
A'i'ltM  «N  Tr.  t/  NT.  139),  and  both  follow  up  ihe  cilalicn  from  Pt  3**  by  an 
Lkd(iioniti(in  to  submit  to  God  and  10  rniil  ihe  devil  ls*''=ja  4**-);  ccodhm 
10  both,  among  the  NT  wriien,  arc  irvwitfitm.  SawAtn.  wtfoAvwni,  and 
mtplfw,  and  Ihrrc  an  fuilhei  parallelisms  in  l*=Ja  t**,  t'=Ja  I**,  1"' 
=Ja  t*.  i"  =  Ja  4'.  a"=J«  5".  3'^"=J«  3".  5*=]"  l".  S^^J'  4"(«w 
SpilU'i£^.  ii.  184  f.].  The  dependence  of  Javon  1  P.  ii  argued  by  BrOclinet 
iZifT.,  i8f4.  PIL  53jf.  i  CiTvn.  pp.  60-65).  lloliimann  IZHT.,  tSSa. 
pp.  191-310I.  Wiede  ILC,  1896,  450-451),  Gfioim,  Utteri  (pp^  191  f.>.  von 
Sodeo.  and  Bigg,  as  aRainsI  Sabalier  {SSX.  x.  6»>f.],  Mtyen,  and  Z^n. 
Both  handle,  froni  dllTeieRI  tide*,  the  lame  thtnie,  •'.«.  th*  ChriMiaa  undti 
sulTerlng.  Ii  ii  posulite  that  in  some  cues,  ai  any  tate^  the  colncidencci  may 
be  fbtlnitous,  either  because  the  same  or  a  Btinilu  topic  (UgKoUd  limilaf 
iaiiKUaee  to  writer*  familiu,  «.f.,  uith  ihe  l.\X,  o«  beania  •  ctftam 
couirouniiy  of  tiylc  and  conception  pioaileil  among  caily  Ouiitian  wiiiciii 
of  ihii  cla»  (no  MiyTrholT,  pp.  II5  f. )•  Hul  tlic  piotabiUtiea  conrtrgc  on  iVir 
euncluuon  ihal  the  one  writing  echoes  the  other,  and,  If  I  P,  ia  on  olhrt 
grounds  put  early,  the  dependence  of  Jas.  nalurally  follow*. 

g  7.  Tie  date. — Within  thue  limits,  the  theories  of  the  dale 
tall  into  two  main  classes,  prc-Ncronic  or  post-Ncronic  The 
former  includes  the  impossible  hypoihesif  of  Wciu  and  Kiihl 
{S/C.,  1S65,  619-657),  that  the  ejiistle  was  MrHiten  {£.  a.d.  54) 
prior  to  Romans ;  but  *  its  leading  ttatement  is  thu  whtcb 
assigns  the  composition  of  the  latter  to  the  period  immediately 
or  almost  immediately  preceding  A.D.  64  (so,   a/.,  HofmanR, 

*  B.  SrOcknei  dates  it  pieviou*  to  Paul's  Iropibontnenl  at  JcniMlen, 
white  Cki*C  choiKt  A.ii,  59-60. 
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Qtecfc^  6>;*  Buiger  63;  Bartlet  r.  63;  Renan,  F  C.  Cook, 
itt^HiBi,  63-64 ;  Zaho,  spring  of  64  ;  Lightfoot,  Monnier,  and 
Chose).  But  not  until  the  Neronic  outburst  look  place,  can  we 
uy  that  the  mete  name  of  Christian  was  enough  to  vxpoie  be- 
liercTS  to  interference  and  suffering  (cp.  Workman's  PerSf^HoH  in 
tMe  Early  Chunk,  1906,  pp.  51  f.t;  and,  on  the  supposition  that 
the  epistle  is  connected  diteclly  with  Peter,  the  balance  <A  proba 
bility  is  strong))'  in  favour  of  a  date  subsequent  to  the  massacre 
o(  64.  Such  pMt-Neronic  hypotlie.ic;s  may  be  conveniently 
subdivided  into  (L)  those  which  assign  the  epistle  to  a  date  not 
long  after  that  crisis,  i.t.  between  64  and  67  (so  Eichhom, 
Gritnm,  Hug,  de  Wette,  Thiersch,  Huthcr,  Evaid,  Neander, 
MayetboEr.  L.  Schultic's  Hdbuih  dtr  Iheel.  tyistenuJi.  i.  3.  pp. 
106-109;  Reithmayr,  Beyschiag's  NTTh.  i.  377-382;  AUard's 
Histoirt  dti  ftriiiuLx.  pp.  61  f.;  Vutu,  Early  Days  b/ Christi- 
amity,  pp.  67-85 ;  Plumptrc,  Salmon,  Bovon's  NTTk.  \\.  440  f. ; 
SchJifer,  £r«i/.  319-339;  Hatth,  Hott,  Adcney,  Bacon,  SielTert, 
and  Baith),  and  (ii.)  those  which,  abandoning  the  traditional 
date  of  Peter's  nurtytdom,  feci  that  the  references  to  persecution 
demand  the  eighth  decade  (Swete  \Afark,  pp.  xvii  f.]  =  70-75; 
F.  J,  Btiggs  [Crifieal  Jfevifw,  1897,  pp.  449-454] ;  and  particu- 

bily  Ramsay  [£.!/■*  ""■  PP-  ^  f--  ""  ^-  '**  '■]=75-*'>)-  Th* 
former  position  seems   to  fit   roost  if  not  all  of  the  internal 

evidence  of  the  epistle.  The  latter  involves  the  abandonment 
of  A.D.  67  as  the  traditional  ttrmiituf  ad  quim  of  Peter's  life ; 
were  the  countervailing  arguments  decisive,  this  mi^cht  con- 
ceivably be  yielded,  but,  as  has  been  already  urged,  their  weight 
is  iMt  heavy  enough  to  tdl  in  favour  of  so  drastic  a  nwasuie;. 
Tie  lack  of  any  reference  to  Paul.t  alive  or  dead,  b  at  first 
sight  surprising,  upon  the  jwitNeronic  hypothesis.      But  the 


r  *TUs  date,  dutinB  P»al'*  impriionineni  in  ihe  capital,  is  ulvoca.tcd 
(Cftenlly  by  Ktil,  Slci|;Fi,  Guciickr.  WickIci  \CkrfmrJi>x'i.  pp,  564  f.),  snJ 
Jaequkti  AUord  thinki  of  tome  dtlc  '  bciwecn  63  and  67 '  1  Uicg  Am* 
on  sB-641  and  8.  W.  []«id«r>on  {Lift  and  PiimtifaU  »f  jVVr».  4J8-4J9) 
dcdto  hat  64.  Ncithn  -Mr.  HcndrtiKin  nm  Yn.  Kl«ii«  (tec  >boT«),  both 
of  when  tMtat  va  the  Mudy  of  ihit  documcnl  fiDin  the  tide  of  cUuJcd 
invcuigstimi  find  any  utious  objirction  10  ihe  telling  of  i  P.  in  connection 
with  ihc  Romaii  wiiuiion  of  (he  icvenih  drcuJe. 

t  F.  W.  Lewi*  (£x/.*  i.  319-310)  aiguei  ihM  the  epUtle  mnd  have 
been  wriden  atler  raul'i  death,  ainre  the  atnenoc  oj  any  alliuaon  lo  hilD  in 
jH-u  indleatea  that  Maik  and  Silvanua  h^  been  deptlvvd  by  dwtb  df  ibdt 
lomict  leader. 
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critic  or  ancient  as  well  as  oT  modern  li(era(ur«  b  weS  bc- 
customed  to  inKlRncci  in  which  a  person  or  event  is  ignOKd  bjr 
a  conli-'Oiporary,  although  some  allusion  might  more  or  IcM 
reasonably  be  expected. 

Theepinle  it  assigned  to  Domitian's  idgn  by  A.  K.  Blom 
{Je  BriiJ  van  Jat.  pp.  141  f,),  Scholten  {Bi/Jragen,  188a,  pp. 
79  f.),  von  Soden  U^"^-^  »8Sj.  461  f.),  Wrcde  (ZNtV.,  1900, 
PI*-  75-^5).  J.  Riville  {Let  Origiites  de  I'iphcofat,  I  ppi  558  f.). 
and  McGiffcri  <^AA.  pp.  48a  f.,  593  f.),  as  vrell  as  l^  Hamaci 
fin  its  onginal  form,  a-d.  83-^3  or  even  carlterX  Soltau  (see 
below),  Volter  (in  its  original  form,  bd'ore  km.  96).  and  Koop( 
{NZ.  90  r.).  The  objections  to  this  date  are  (i.)  that  tbe 
allusions  to  any  so-called  i>erseculion  do  not  necessarily  (ace 
abot-e)  point  to  the  Domitianic  period;  (ii.)  that  on  such  a 
hypothesis  it  is  not  any  easier  to  understand  the  geographical 
address  of  i'  than  on  the  hypothesis  that  the  epistle  ns 
written  by  Silvanus  for  Peter ;  and  (iit.)  that  the  picudonynwtu 
theory  fails  (see  above)  to  account  adequately  for  the  lack  of 
emphasis  on  l*eier*s  prestige  and  .-iiMstotic  <;uftli6cJit)ons.  It  is 
true  that  an  author  who  wrote  under  an  a|>oitcilic  name  would 
feci  less  inclination  to  emphasise  his  nomdt-pittmt  if  he  wrote 
merely  for  honorary  purposes  ihnn  if  he  had  any  polemical  or 
theological  aim  (so  Wrede).  Still,  this  consideration  hardly 
meets  the  data  of  t  P.  It  is  the  apparent  absence  of  definite 
motive  which  tclU  against  the  pseudonymous  hyfioihesis  most 
heavily.  Once  the  '  mediating '  tendency  of  the  epistle  it 
abandoned,  it  becomes  more  difHcult  than  ever  to  lind  any 
salisfaclory  place  for  it  after  Peter's  death,  and  the  further  down 
we  go,  the  object  of  the  writing  becomes  less  and  1ms  obvious. 
Any  writer,  producing  a  work  under  Peter's  name,  lotrards  the 
end  of  the  6m  century,  would  almost  certainly  have  ootoured 
tbe  personality  of  the  apostle  to  suit  not  only  the  tradition 
(cp.  Mt  i6'"-;  Qcm.  Rom.  40-41),  but  the  contcm|>orary  status 
of  his  office.  Volkmar's  hypothesis,  that  it  was  composed  under 
Antoninus,  c.  A.D.  140  {ZWT.,  1861,  pp.  437  {.\  drops  with  his 
idea  that  Enoch  (quoted  in  3**)  was  not  written  till  a.».  131,  and 
in  any  ca*e  the  use  of  the  epistle  by  Polykarp  rules  such  a  view 
out  of  court,  as  well  as  that  of  Zcller  {ZWT.,  1S76,  pp.  35  f.), 
Stcck  (JPT.,  1891,  pp.  561  f.),  and  van  Manen,  who  adhere 
to  Hadrian's  rctgn.  The  choice  really  lies  between  tbe  age  <A 
Trajan  and  that  of  Domitian.    The  former  view  was  at  ona 
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>  aliaoat  dontnuit  <Cludiu*,  Schwegler's  NZ.  ii.  14 1 ;  Hi)gen- 
feld,  EinL  614  f. ;  Baur,  Mangold,  Lipsius,  Kcim,  Weiz> 
sackcr's  AA.  iL  160;  W,  Btuckncr,  Hausralh,  and  S.  David- 
son,  INT.  1.  519-563),  and  is  still  maintained  by  HolUmann 
(GGA,  1894,  ppt  J7  f.),  Schmiedd  {EBi.  ;6i~76j),  Baljon, 
Krejrenbuhl  {Evglm  lUr  Wahrhri/,  i.  97  f.),  Pfleiderer  {(/re.  ii. 
So»-509),  and  P.  Schmidt  {ZWT.,  1907,  pp.  14  f.).  Recently 
tbcfo  has  been  a  disposition,  however,  lo  retreat  towards  the 
b^inning  of  the  second  century,*  in  tlie  direction  of  a  date  t. 
JLD.  100  rather  than  a-d.  113-117,  as  in  the  case  of  Cone 
{GatptI  and  its  Inltrfntariont,  pp.  afio  f.),  Jiilicher  {GGA., 
1&S4,  pp.  549  f.),  and  Gunkel,  partly  to  allow  iii»e  for  the 
epistle's  use  by  Papias  and  Polykarp,  partly  because  the  alleged 
traces  of  the  Trajanic  persecution  under  Pliny  no  longer  seem 
decisive  (indeed,  when  the  imperial  cutlus  was  In  force,  an 
unqualified  phrase  like  thai  of  i"  becomes  almost  inaediblc), 
ar>d  partly  owing  to  a  general  retreat  from  the  Tiibingvn  f  idea 
(e^X.  Schwegler,  JVZ.  ii.  12)  that  ihe  epistle  represents  a  second- 
century  attempt,  from  the  Jewish  Christian  side,  to  come  to 
some  understanding  with  the  Pauline  opposition.  The  last- 
named  conception  is  no  longer  defensible  or  defended,  though 
two  romantic  attempts  have  been  made  recently  to  combine 
port  of  it  with  a  defence  of  the  Petrine  authorship,  Zahn  (£ini. 
a.  pp.  7-A)  tuggestiag  that  Gentile   Christians  would  feci  in- 

*  Omt  iiDWJoltwl  didicnlly  in  the  pilh  of  ihii  hypothrsii  liri  in  Ibe  tilaxa- 
ItMi  at  lbs  imperial  r^me  >fici  Doiniimn'i  aiuuinaiion  In  96.  Tlific  It 
boiUbc  to aecoual  fat  Ihc  xnM  of  prcuutc  Kbont  A-D.  100,  when  there  wu 
lather  •  lull  in  the  Monn. 

t  Even  AUyerhoff  (pp.  toj  f.)  uid  Keuu  (jV/TI.  ii.  pp.  161 1.)  U  ono 
lime  delntcd  >  mediAIuiB  tendency  in  ihe  einiile,  while  tome  {t.g.  Alfbrd) 
dclMI  in  }"  a  Rxitlicaiion  of  the  Pauline  lype  of  docltine  orl|[iaall)'  lausht 
in  )hcM  chuichc*.  Schiiiie(]<l  11III  lakct  5>*-  u  tn  exprcainn  of  cKcle*l«llc*) 
tendency,  xlthouEh  in  the  nnie  bienih  he  avccs  that  "  the  remiiaing  coatcnu 
of  the  epiwle  ihow  liiilt  of  that  irnilcncy  to  btln);  kboat  a  tecondlialion 
brlwMB  ]>aulini«n  and  jewiah  ChtUiianiiy  which  Ihe  Tubingen  tchool 
•ilribated  to  il"  (SBi.  *itt].  For  "litUe,"  "nulhiiig"  ought  to  be 
nbMiMWcL  But,  even  apart  Truni  that,  the  intcrprclatlon  ■•  inconutieni  and 
[M^liqwue.  The  cchciencc  and  point  oF  the  writing  are  loit.  if  a  tpedal 
and  tubtte  molii*  ii  inlrMluccil  at  lh(  vety  close.  Whichever  way  the 
qiiMta  BMVBt,  It  rnuM  moie  all  logethcf.  like  Wurtb^oonli'i  cloud,  if  It 
Bona  M  atl.     Cp.  Pfleidetec'*  /'■ih/ih/imui  (t^ng.  Ii.l,  ii.  pp.   149  f.,  and 

EZiyr.,  iS7}.pp.   465  f.)'     Th«  aigunicnu aeaiatt  tb*  Tiajsnic 
put  by  UUcti  tpp-  '3/t  f-i. 
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qurited  and  consoled  by  receiving  such  counsels  or  Taith  tnm 
one  who  had  ticcn  the  leader  of  the  circumcision  (Oal  i'^  whilsi 
Chtse  conjectures  (pi.  790)  that  Paul  actually  vumaioncd  Peter 
to  Rome  in  order  that  Iheir  co-operation  might  be  an  object- 
lesson  of  unity,  and  that  Silvanua,  thoujjh  the  bearei  of  Peter't 
leltcr,  was  primarily  Paul's  messenger  to  the  Asiatic  Christiana. 

I  8.  Liltraty  itnulttrr. — Tliiee  rndovouii  hai«  tiMD  made,  fniM  dif- 
liEtcnl  *id«i,  to  *hQw  that  th«  writing  i«  of  mote  ot  lett  oompoallc  anfjat. 
l«]  Hkinuk'i  vi«w  [TV.  ii.  3.  tofr-i09,  ACL.  ii.  1.  451-465).  panlruilxi- 
paled  bij  Clitdiiu,  thai  i'**  and  5'*""  repiewni  twond-ecMBry  addkioM* 
(*.!>.  isa-ITJ)  to  >n  earlier,  anonymoui  bomily,  in  otAet  to  {uanMee  ill 
apcatolic  ri£ht*  <o  >  place  In  the  delng  canon  of  Chriilian  scriplurea,  ii  due 
to  KU  peicepljon  of  the  iniupetable  difficulliea  that  bcKi  any  (onn  of  tht 
paeudonymoua  hypoitinis ;  but  it  ii  liable  to  the  ciucial  objeciioni  that  (I) 
it  (aiU  to  eipiiiin  why  a  homily  which  iacz  Ajrfatini  »o  devoid  of  Pettint 
and  so  full  of  r«uline  ChiiHiinJIy  ihould  be  aliilbuted  to  Petcf ;  (IL)  llial 
ll  tmpUet  the  (lact  01  homily  br^n  with  Bitii*d  ht  iMt  Ged  mJ  Fafktr,  tu. 
tl"')— an  opemnij  which  It  otlietwiie  kno«m  10  u«  (cp.  a  Co  I*,  Kph  1')  only 
M  the  lequel  to  the  addren  of  an  epinteif  (>■!-)  (hat  (he  dil&callio  ii 
|i-t  ji»ii  u,  at  )(^t,  u  cxpticalilt  on  iht  hypoilinii  of  these  *ene*  b«iB| 
otieinal  u  on  that  u(  iheii  addition  liy  a  later  Kcibc ;  (iv.)  that  Hanadi 
frankly  abandoiuatl  attempt*  to  ciplain  why  in  a  lo-odled 'catholic 'epfule 
a  definiie  leleclion  of  ptoviDcea,  aii'l,  indaed,  of  auch  proviDces  ai  those  of  1', 
rimulil  lie  introduced;  (».)  thai  /*<  Imt  grati  */  (M  (s")  heart  directly, 
though  not  ticliuivcty.  on  the  main  tbouchl  of  the  epIRle  (cp.  j"  a/ttr  ytm 
kam  mftrtil a  liitli  llu  Ge4 «f  eJI  grati  ikalt,  etc.),  lumely.  thai  the  reality 
of  God't  graot  and  ihe  (enuineneu  of  hit  calling  are  not  to  be  do«bl*d  <• 
account  of  the  lutTeiinK  to  which  (hey  expote  the  Chiutian  i  (H.>  ihat  thb 
view  involve*  the  unlikelihood  of  one  corrected  copy  having  mpptanted  the 
nufflerom  unlnteipolated  eoplea  which  miut  have  lieen  In  circulation 
Ihmuehout  the  chuichei  before  the  panicuUi  icribe  began  hia  votk  t  aw) 
(lii.)  (hat  the  •elf-dcti^nalion  in  5'  la  witnnt  if  tkt  luffrringi  if  Ckritt\ 
pninia  nitunlly  to  Peter, T  wheihei  the  epitile  is  paeudonyMOUS  M  aot, 
tathet  than  lo  tome  unknoim  Rnman  confesor,  juit  u  (he  follawiiie  aOinioa 

*  Poimbly  made  by  (he  author  of  a  Peter  [j').  This  is  aa  pceeartius  at 
(he  alieinalive  idea  tt»(  Ihe  writing  had  nriglnally  another  addieaa,  btu  h  n 
more  plauillile  than  the  hypoiheiit  that  Peter's  name  was  added  by  wmt 
itreiponsible  sciibe.  "  who  had  no  idea  of  pving  the  epislle  canenlcil 
authority,  but  thought  ha  taw  g;ood  reaaon  for  ttgardinic  it  a*  the  work  of 
Pciet"  JMcGiffert,  A  A.  p.  596).  If  the  data  of  lh«  wiiting  alTord  nonS- 
dent  DaoiiTe  for  pseudonymiiy,  they  are  itill  leu  likely  lo  have  luQeMid 
Peter  to  any  scribe  or  copyist. 

\  SimiUrly.  on  (he  analogy  of  the  other  early  Christian  epixln,  $*'*' 
niQjesu  the  close  of  a  letter  or  epiide,  not  of  a  hcrniUy,  and  an  altnrioa  Ulit 
that  of  s'  c<>(\lirtiu  this  idta. 

:  The  iiiiulai  phraM  in  ■  Ca  15"  (•  >Mt  quit*  purallel,  and  doe*  not  Ci 
the  leaoc  of  Ihc  term  here. 
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lo  «h«ph«r4ine  ihe  lock  of  God  {^*i  cchoei  the  (radillon  aliMiraHt  idctd 
■n  Jo  si""".  For  lhe*e  muni,  iliawn  from  internal  and  tMcmaJ  tvidcnoe 
■like,  thli  itijccniuiw  ih«aiy  cuinui  bt  held  to  hare  )ilt  the  brd  nactly.* 

in  SotUo'i  OEMir  (5A',  19OJ,  yn  1. 1  1906,  456-46o).t  ataning  horn  the 
engonaiu  litcniy  critrnon  Ihal  an  original  wnlcr  will  tichcw  v«bat  ttpeli- 
tlooi,  diimlinctn  an  eailjr  Chilaliaa  tract  of  homily,  wiillm  during  Domi- 
liui'*  td|[a.  from  a  serie*  of  inictpolaiiom  (i"'  j'*"  4'-'  s'"^  """,  wlih 
wnallet  intcriians  '^..  in  l"''  *'  j""*)  which  icanhfuiniFd  it  into  a  Peltins 
(piule.  The  prooli  of  literaiy  dependence  (5'  on  Til  1*.  5*  on  He  13*, 
f^oa  it  4*,  and  )■"■■  on  C«l  a"'"  j'l,  howtvcr,  are  mow  haiardoiu ;  the 
«ridencs  fut  a  dllTetence  of  tone  and  ityle  between  the  oiicinal  and  ihr  later 
■dtlilMMa  is  oot  coBTincing  (r./,  >■  eiplaiiu  j"  quite  ai  well  ai  1',  while  the 
OMMtpticms  ot  l'''  are  nui  dilTercnl  'r'nn  thoae  ot  the  body  of  the  wnting) ; 
■mI  tf  s'"*  doct  appear  ilightly  diiconnected  In  lu  pretcnl  tett[n|;,  InMcad  of 
reprdine  it  w  ao  inlcrpoUiion  (for  which  the  contend  aiford  no  jiutilication), 
1  ihoold  ptcfce  to  tcj^ard  5'*'  aa  a  mitplacrd  teetion  which  originally  lay 
bclwtco  3'  and  f. 

(f)  Volict's  independent  attempt  iOtr  £riu  fitmsM^,  letm  Enftft- 

iwV  wU  SMbtug  in  itr  G4iikicklt  dti  UrthriiUnttmi,  I906)  dittinguiibes 
a  pModoaymoiu  Pelrinc  epittte,  wlitten  at  Rome  prevloni  10  the  Dnmitianic 
pBneealwn,  fioni  a  leriei  of  later  inlerpolaiions  ('ti7<ra(i  SjturroL).  nirnv  .  .  . 
BA>4b>i  i'  i  "i  ^  ■  • .  vXiiSiaiBilrt,  l'  ;  roS  nvpUv  .  .  .  XpitrtO,  li  dnvrdrtiM 
*l.  X.  Uwfit.  I'i  h  two,.  I.  X.,  I't  tr  .  .  .  wirrtdtrrti  li,  t*;  ■■> ;  fr 
wintlttn  iiiv  d'BOT.  i*'  tiparni,  t" ;  ir  dro(.  'I.  X.,  t";  l"''*  a**  ]  Sid  't. 
X.,a»J*«*«*»V.  1*1  »""•:'*•  X^ffi-ir,  3";  ;»XpBfrv,  3"!  j"^*;  Jii'I.  X., 
4" :  4'*" !  nl  lUiiTvi  .  .  .  toa/uoix,  5'  :  tiiim  .  .  .  iwin\tlttui,  $* ;  iMyor 
■  vaMrrai,  tr X^ury,  j" ;*»&■,  S" :  tm  ir  Xp^rrti,  j")  added  { <.  11 5  A. !>.  dur- 

*  McOillerl  {AA,  598  (■)  inscniotisly  lUggests  Barnalos  ai  lh«  autho*  of 
lb»  •ncoyinoiu  original.  Certainly,  m  fat  ai  we  can  judge,  Paul,  Katnaba*. 
tod  Peter  were  the  only  thiee  men  who  stood  in  the  telationihip  indicated 
by  j"-"  to  MmIc  and  Silvania,  Bamaliu  had  been  in  touch  with  Paul  and 
Ari»  Ulnot  i  he  «-u  a  llclleniit,  also,  who  would  know  the  LXX.  But  1^ 
oeed  BOt  have  oo'ne  from  a  LcTiie,  and  Barnabai  had  no  tpecial  call  to 
nmJn  aaonytnout  ai  an  author. 

t  Cp.  Ctemen'i  adTeric  diicunlon  (.SK'.,  t90j,  619-618). 

•  ji»-n  ![,,]  ^1^  )),;  piunfeion  the  deicent  and  mixnon  to  the  underwotld, 
are  bo  doubt  parenthetical ;  but  (hit  duel  nut  involve  their  inlerpniation  at  a 
btci  date,  a*  Cramer  [Nirtiwt  biplragim,  vil.  4.  73  t,  121S  f.)  and  A-  Meyer 
UU  mtJrnu  Ferttkang  ulrr  dit  Gtiih.  d.  Vn.,  1898,  p.  4jf  propOM  (cp. 
Biiljao,  71a*/.  Stud,.  1S91,  429-43)),  fvtioired  recently  by  P.  Schmidt 
(ZWr.,  1907.  4aC),  who  auign*  j"''  M)d  4*  10  rarioui  handi,  the  latter 
■nteipolation  btinc  made  by  one  who  either  did  not  know  of  j'**'  ot  wiihed  to 
fmpharfir  ■  dmpter  and  more  otihodoi  iilea  of  the  detcemut.  In  any  caie:. 
the  interpolation  mtiit  hare  been  inserted  duiing  the  eaiiiet  port  of  the  lecoml 
centnry.aaOtigen  found  It  inhiileii.  Karl  {EGT.  1.  af.)Tiieeettathat4"-5" 
it  a  piHlicripl  tntended  (or  (omeof  the  communiiy  who  were  eipotcd  to  ^pec>al 
Uia]  ■  but  the  allosioiu  lo  peneculion  in  3-3  aie  luSicient  to  ihow  thai  the 
•itaation  of  the  churchei  addieiwd  waa  probably  homcfeneou  in  thii  teipecL 
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kg  Ibe  AMitic  penecutlon  undet  Tr»]fin.  ITiic  h}pothe«U  b  bnet, 
witb  luupttsblc  didiniltic*,  lit«niiy  sncl  hislocioU.  It  it  nuwl  imfnvUUl 
thU  koy  wrlilns  towxida  ibe  cl<we  of  the  Atst  century  would  b«  dfcnktcd 
■1  Pettine  which  ciplidilf  avoided  ill  mention  of  Jniu  Qiri>l  (p.  97  i  bf 
way  of  prolcM  (gunst  Paul'*  Chti^t'ilo^  I)  tnd  eontinted  it>clf  wkh 
nligiaiu  cniwcpcioni  which  added  nothing  ipcdfic«lly  Chtiition  to  the  OT. 
pitly,  Vulter,  indeed  (pp.  41  f.  ],  pouulatcs  a  bUoched  Chnsluni<)>  of  lUi 
kind  >t  Komc,  but  1[  It  ■  hniite  of  hli  ovn  building,  bued  on  the 
odd  reouini  of  1  Feiet,  Clem.  Rom.,  lletmu,  and  Jamet,  all  of  iriikb  hwc 
to  Ik  Riuce  01  less  ubittarilj  broken  up  in  order  to  Kcure  a  fauadMlon 
for  the  hiilorical  lecanJilmclinn  of  >  '  Chrittiinlly  liii)  whldi  U  ih>  m«, 
Independent  rcliQion,  resting  on  special  and  uving  facta,  bat  one  which 
tmoit  on  ilio  OT  rtvclaiian— •  icvclatloa  whl<h  CliriMlanlif  akmt  tarn- 
prchcndt  in  ili  true  moial  and  nligioui  kernel  and  m  iu  onivcnal 
tendency.' 

Any  theory  of  tha  writing  ihui  turn*  out  to  litvolvc  ■  birtjr  ipecu- 
Utive  rccoimniclian  of  the  hiilorical  dita  rcquinte  for  it*  Mliing.  U,  ai 
Hunack  intibts,  the  allernalive  liet  betwteD  tomt  form  of  bi*  own  llwocy 
■nd  a  Pelrine  ori|fin.  ihe  latler  )>roliab1y  wil!  carry  the  day.  An  early  date 
m  favoured  by  the  absence  of  any  heretical  tcndcneica  among  the  radai, 
the  naive  outlook  on  Ihe  imminent  end  (4'"'),  and  the  exertiR  of  chajitnnlic 
^fti  (4'*) ;  draidKvtt-ii  and  iraarfepi  are  bvourile  wotda  of  Ihe  rpiMk. 
•nil  by  common  consent  it  hai  ilie  sump  of  primitive  Christianily  mMt 
clMily  than  any  olhtr,  not  only  of  ih«  wniinj^Hin  the  FeiHne  New  Ttuament 
(Gospel,  AcU,  Epp.,  Apoc4.  bulofthepotl-Paulineiriilingt.  Thehypothcdl 
of  Silvanus'  share  in  its  corDpoiition  is  not  illegitimate,  and  dnoe  il  meeti 
the  difficulty  of  llie  ktylc  ««  well  m>— in  pait~lhat  of  the  religwua  oalloolc, 
wMIe  the  problem  of  the  "pencc:giion''-allu(ions  11  not  Inaapcnbtc,  tbne 
li  some  moon  lo  accept  the  puloral  ai  the  earliest  literary  menMtllo  of  (he 
primitive  a|>oMo1ic  mianion,  a  writing  which  volcM  not  to  much  ■  penonalily 
H  a  great  cause.  The  fact  that  it  it  piactiolly  the  tole  iritneii  of  ludui, 
U  intelligible  in  the  light  of  the  mission  lixlf.  If  Iradiiion  is  to  be  credited, 
attention  to  liiemiy  compotiiion  wu  precluded,  at  a  rule,  not  *ia|iij  bf 
natunl  inapliiude,  but  by  the  mote  pressing  eoncemi  of  piictleal  orpudalk* 
and  propaguda  (cp.  Ea«.  //.  K.  iil.  14.  j  :  r^i  rAf  etpo^itr  ^MiXetar  rW 
7*flnr  M  'I#eF  lar^vv^v  r'l''  tltti'tUrtif,  vt«i4$«  rf t  wifl  rt  kt/Ywypa^ar 
liupit  •«oi>|i(TM  ^jiarriia-  nl  raOr'  IwfOTTtr  irt  |mI{Wi  laJ  trip  Ifif^wnr 
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Ltl-BKATVU.  —  {«)  Editions  —  Luther  (ijij);  Calvin  (1551);  R. 
Tnmbnll  (London,  1606);  Groliua,  Anmclatimn  (i6jo);  Mantoo  (165S]: 
J.  C  Wolf  (1735);  Witilin  (Buel,  1739);  C.  P.  Schmid  (l<ip«ig.  I7«<)| 
Stnlet  (Italic,  1784];  Ilaaae  (Jena,  17S6):  llutnunn  (179J):  L.  MonM 
(I794)t  H.  C  A.  Haenldn  (Eriuieen,  1799I;  M.  T.  Laurman  (Gtlinii^cen, 
t8l8):  Scfaneekenbutget  (Sluitgarl.  1831} ;  K.  K.  Jachmatin  (1838) ;  C  A 
ScharUng  (1S41):  de  Weite  (1847) ;  R-  Slict  (Berlin.  iSjO):  E.  Anianld 
{Xtti*rritt  trMfmi  tur  tifltrt  tU  Jmlt,  a»*t  (vmmfn/iin,  1851 1  Eng.  U 
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'BritUt  and  Foreign  Evtng.  Reriew.'  Jolf  1859)  *|  M.  F.  Rwnpl 
NSalilnug,  1854)*!  John  Lillic  (New  York,  18(4)1  F.  Gudiner  (Botti<n, 
'■8s6)i  FtonmiUler  (I^nee'i  SiM-H'i'J'*.  Eng.  U..  Ntw  Vork,  1867); 
[^\KsnBe((Olthaiu«ii'«  Cmm.  i86j)  ;  Tb.  Schoti  (Etlftngco,  l86j);  M,  F. 
!Rnica(i864]i  a  1tnlckiiti*(Lri[>iit;.  1865)1  EwbM(i87o|i  B!«piiig(i87i)i 
|Allbrd'(iS7i)i  Ho(iiitnn(i875);  Ilulhci(—  Mc>-eT<,  1877,  Eng.  l>.  iSiiiJi 
1(1878;  PlumpUe  (C^aJrii^t*  Bttlt,  l8So)i  iMtahy  {Sft»J>tr'i  Cvmm. 
\i  Angu*  (SchilTi  CiKiH.    iSSj);    Kcil  |I>ti|</lc,    1883)1  Salmond 

'  Ctmm.  1889) ;  F.  SpitU,  Dir  t  Biitf  dti  Pilrni  mmd4lT  Sri^dti 
|tSS$)*t  PtuRiincr  (£x/«>.  BiHt,  1891):  Burger*  (AWyf/'n/jWr- 
189s);  KllliI  (—  Meyer',  1897)';  G.  Wandel,  l?tr  Brii/ JuJat. 
tagMttA-ZriniuA  Uiandtll  (Lcipiig.  1898)1  van  Sudtn*  {.ftC.  1899)1 
Bmi)  Gbeoishiii,  Dir  Bmf  <l.  J.  £inlriltim  rniJ  Kemmnlar  (Cnniowiu, 
1901)  •  i  Cone  (New  Voik,  1901) ;  C  Biya;  •  {ICC,  1901}  • :  Calmt*  (P»rU. 
•905)1  F-  Wcidnn  (Nt«  York.  1906)  I  J.  fl.  M«y>}r,  7»*  Efifilt  ^ St.  Jmi» 
ami  /»*  SKmJ  EfiitU  tf  St.  /»Xo-(t907)*  ;  G.  HolloiMin  (.^A^T^,  1907)1 
J.  cleZ>ua(7bM>/«  Pnrui n  Jtidat,  1909)*;  }.  B.  }Axya\EGT.  1910). 

(t)  Sludiei—Adam  Subouth,  In  Spin.  Jitda  (isoo)i  C  SibcUui,  im 
Jmnam  J.  aftifli  tftittltft  fOHcirti*!  i^irit  (Amilcrdkin,  l6jl)i  Anloine- 
Nicolu  du  Boil,  C^lalUa  Jnd*  tfiiuta  .  .  .  txflUala  (Puiin,  t(m) ;  Dihl, 

IJJtAMtitnt.  Eff.  r»ri  ffsl.  </ /!«£>( RoMMk,  tSo?)!  J.  D.  Schulie,  Dtr 
ttk^iftUftttriuJU  Ciarakttr  u.  H'trlk  At  /^rmt,  /W.u,  wW  /aMmi 
|L«4pdb  >8ii):  A.  Jcsnru,  D*  »K/*ea/i4  1/.  Jmta{iS3t\;  L  A.  Anuuld't 
JBa^  Critifut  atr  faulimf.  di  Judt  (>8jj)i  MaycthofTt  ntnniitU 
SrkrifitM,  pp.  171-181  (1835)*;  F.  Btun'«  Siiai  iTiiiu  intm/.  criiifui  i 
tifttn  Jtjmiit(\%i^):  E  Amnuld.  jEx^m^n  dt  ffift/litn /aUt  A  T/ftlrt  lU 
LmHUt/tl  di  latilai.  efcrryfiit  {i%tt)) ;  Ritichl  (5A'..  itUi,  pp.  lojf-.oa 
lh«  «i<Miiu)i  Schcnkel  {BL.  iii.  413^-);  Schwcekt't  JJZ.  i.  S>H-5M  i 
St»fttin>n  (7T.,  1879,  pp.  loof.)  i  Vctublo  (SmiUi'x />£.  L  1164-1167)) 
Sabatiet  {SSR.  tU.  47&-4T8)  1  F«rr»r,  Etrly  Day,  qT  CiriiliaHily 
(ch.  zi.)i  A.  Vkljeux,  /nlnJ.  i  Nfiln  at /udt  {'f\oM»\i\a.n,  1894):  Moffail 
(//*vr.  s89f-)i  Com  {EBi.  a63e>-a6j»>i  Sieffcn  (/■^«.  it  s^SHSga); 
Cha«e(/>A.  il.  799-806)  *i  V.  Eimoni  (Vigorom'  DB.  iiL  1807  f.))  Zkhti 
(£™/.  1 43)  i  F.  Maict  (BiHiuAt  Simiun.  li.  1906.  1-2)  •  j  T.  Itenw,  'The 
Eplitie  ol  )ude,  A  Study  in  the  MaccoHin  htresy'  iJTS,  1905,  391-411, 
auwned  1^  Mayot,  iiij.  pp.  569-577) ;  tloltimann  {Dndiikt  Liiitrclur. 
Mifaf,  1906,  la40-43<  re<riew  of  Maict)  i  Muer  {Zeilitkri/i  /air  ids/A. 
nMAyilr,  1906,  693-T*9)- 

1 1.  0»«/"i«.— After  the  address  (w.*-*)  the  writer  explains 
thu  his  reason  for  communicating  with  his  (riends  (in'.*'-)  is  lo 
warn  them  against  a  bodjr  of  errorists  vrithtn  the  church,  a  set  of 
loud,  arrogant,  an<l  poisonous  characierK,'  whose  doom  (rovro  ro 
iqi^M,  proleplic)  is  violently  and  vividly  described  as  that  of 
Ibeir  older  angelic  and  human  prototyiics  (vv.^")  in  vice.  The 
writer  especially  recalls  a  predielion  of  their  fate  in  the  book  of 

I  The  phnuc  rim  bcic  (v.*),  w,  /./. ,  En  Gat  s",  hu  '  quelque  choae  da 
■iJlwiMiir  (Aimuld). 
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Enoch  (w.'*),*  and  urges  his  readnB  to  adhere  {w.'*'**- "*■) 
steadfoitly  to  the  primitive,  a{>ostoli<;  tradilion  of  the  faith  against 
plausible  innovations  (cp.  v.*  rg  Jira£  TrapiiMt!<rg).  ^Vith  a  brief 
doxology  (vv.**''*)  the  Icttei  close*.  RcUiiious  constinrattsm  t 
is  its  keynote.  The  pretensions  of  the  Aat^tU  are  contrasted 
with  the  fixed  and  final  Christian  tradition  (cp.  t  Jn  i*^  4"^  $"■). 
Their  very  methods  and  fate  are  no  new  thing ;  long  ago  (niAoi) 
this  had  been  foreseen  by  prophets  and  apostles  alike.  The 
writer  disclaims  originality  even  for  his  own  warnings ;  all  he 
i«(|uires  to  do  is  to  remind  orthodox  Christians  {w>  ")  of  the 
principles  and  prophi-cics  of  that  faith  which  they  already  know 
(cp,  I  Jn  i'""), — a  pica  for  orthodoxy  which  is  curiously  bound 
up  wit!)  belief  in  several  supentiiioni  drawn  from  what  the  autbot 
of  Titus  (1")  would  have  sharply  denounced  as  'Jewish  mythj,' 

Coiuervittum  involvei  rclrotpect,  uid  the  cplitle  looki  iMck  epoo  ibe 
apMlolic  age  u  (»».*  "|  J  disiuii  and  Buihcniintiv«.  Theie  aUiuont  ue 
luil  til  l>f  cipluneil  away  u  11'  tliey  mnnt  no  mori  Ihiin  ihai  ihc  ipnllM  «mc 
totteied  (uid  ilicicfoie  out  or  re*ch),  or  thai  Ihc  piimiiiiv  Ptlmlatia 
•poMlei  aloae  art  conceived  of  u  dead.  Nciiher  don  ihe  fXryv*  l*b 
MtaaM'ily  Imply  ilut  the  lendcn  had  at  one  lime  beeo  heater*  at  the 
apottlei.  Ontheotha  huid,  ii  ii  a  forced  intcipictilion  orv.*  whkfafendt 
in  it  an  aDuuon  lo  the  Loid'i  punlihoiml  of  unbelieving  Isnel  at  the  Wl 
of  Joruaalem  (10,  <./.,  Iloftnann,  Zahn);  for,  aput  Irnin  nihet  icaMos 
(cp.  F.  Muei'i  emyin  B2.,  1904,  377-397),  rA  t*^*^  refen  not  to  two 
•epimte  events,  but  lo  a  >I«ge  later  Ihan  the  n&rai  (cp.  1  Co  10'^,  He  J*^), 
and  it  would  tx  itreitulat  to  Intioduce  a  lyinbolle  modem  (coniraM  r^hai, 
*.*)  aample  in  the  midit  of  hiitorica]  one»,  The  order  oi*^  it  do  doabi 
nnchroDolciCJeali  bat  the  anticlimax  i*  not  bettered  hj  shifting  v.*  into  the 
NT  pntod.  The  mwne  atictnpt  {t.g.  Credner,  Ranipf,  Bteck,  Gai^ahi)  to 
atgne  ftom  J.'s  slcnce  that  he  miui  have  written  ptic«  10  the  diwuter  of 
A.O.  70,  n  a*  unconvindng  here  as  in  (he  cs«e  of  llcbrtwa.  It  !■  doabHid  if 
the  dcatructlon  of  Jenuaiem  would  have  teemed  lo  him  an  Irutaoee  cf  ^vine 

*  On  (he  Enochic  huk|{round  of  the  epitile.  cpt  Loda,  L*  lirrt  d'HimA 
(pp.  9S-ICO),  and  Chue  {DB.  ii.  801--801.  where  the  paialleli  ate  qiMied^ 

t  "  Jude'i  Ial1|:iiiii:<:  ibuul  the  Kaitli  it  highly  do^tniktic,  hi|fh1y  mtboiiooi, 
highly  tealoui.     IIU  tone  it  that  of  a  biihop  of  the  fourth  oentsry"  (Bigg. 

P-3>Sl- 

t  While  rimt  fa;  iuelf  wat  uted  obJecltTcly  by  Paul  now  and  iheti  (ep. 

Cal  t".  Phil  1".  ep.  Ac  6^,  the  conieit  and  the  fonnof  v.*  (/A^/mVi  MH<>r 

ail ililiwrid,  not  to  joti,  but  U  lAi  iainii),  taken  wiib  T."  (^>w  wntliffy 

fatii),  thnw  uiimlttalEthly  the  sub-apattolie  atnuaphne  (cp.  t^.  Potykaip, 

who  tpealu  of  bemg  *  built  up  «(|  r))r  I»5(urar  ifiXt  ■Imv'fiii.    I,  ir.  ])|, 

Bui  ihete  u  no  atlution  to  any  brmula  of  faith  itanimliied  In  the  tlciciplea,  a* 

A.Scclicri;cDaIcndt(ZJ'r  A'sTA-ili'tniii^.  Unkrisltnhdt,  I90j,pp.  195-196)1 

*irni  is  nmptj'  the  body  of  Chriit  ian  belief. 
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I  on  Kvptiol  ■niiDomiaiiioin,  *nd  in  my  cmc  hU  chiMee  of  tniUnoM 
iidktUad  bfvpeclil  mullvo,  <-^.  ihe  (Imiic  toailducc  Ihe  proUtrpc*  of  ettot 
h  nckal  praphrcjr,  pMXieuIailjr  from  Bpoalyptie  lourct*. 

9  t.  C4an»rtlfm/!M:r.  — The  wrriter  and  his  circle  arc  al  home 
within  the  (pp.  3a  f.)  literature  and  legends  *  of  Judaism,  as  the 
allusions  to  the  book  of  Enoch  and  (v.*)  the  Assumption  of  Moses 
(cp.  K.  H.  Charles,  Aisumfiii/n  oj  Afosts,  \i\i.  105  f ,  show ;  but  this 
B  no  clue  to  ihe  epistle's  date  or  mi/itu,  since  both  were  written 
by  the  time  of  Jesus,  and  since  the  former  was  widely  read  and 
faoooured  in  early  Christianity,  if  we  may  judge  from  the  allusions 
and  citations  of  the  first  and  second  centuries  (cp.  F.  Martin, 
Le  iivre  ttHinock,  1506,  pp.  cxiif. ;  Ijiwlor  in  Journal  of 
Pkibhgy,  1897,  164-115).  The  latter "  repteaents  that  tendency 
in  Jewish  thought  which  was  most  nearly  allied  to  primitive 
Chrixtianity "  (Burkitt,  DB.  iii.  449),  and  its  opposition  to  the 
aniinomian  tendencies  of  the  Sadducees  may  have  tecommended 
it  to  J.  in  view  of  his  conlcmponry  cnorists.  His  familiarity 
with  apocalyptic  literature  is  proliubly  responsible  for  the  o&nx 
•Iffw  rubric,  cp.  vr.W  '*■  '*■  '•■  '•,  a  favourite  expression  with  such 
wiitcTa  (cp.  e^.  Zee  i*-,  Apoc  7"  etc.,  En  46>,  Slav.  En  7* 
etc),  as  well  as  for  the  Hebraistic  colouring  of  his  periods.f 
"  Die  garue  Redcwcisc  ist  ubcr  aus  lebhaft  und  ^edringt,  plastisch 
■aoA  konkrct,  mit  einem  Wort :  ecbt  oricntatisch "  (F.  Maier, 
p.  16S).  The  fondness  for  uiple  grouping  (w.*-  *•  "■  •■  i"-  »■  »•) 
is  more  outstanding  than  the  three  instances  where  a  fivefold 
trtangcmenl  (vv.'*'*- '*■ ")  can  lie  observed,  and  there  is  a 
certain  balance  and  even  rhythm  of  structure  (cp.  Gladder  in 
TS.,  1904,  59S-603)  visible  in  the  antithetical  poise  of  various 
aeauncec  and  juragraphs,  which  smacks  of  the  older  Jewish 
vritings.  These  features,  however,  do  not  stamp  the  work  as 
late  or  early.  The  epistle  shares  with  Luke's  writings  in  the  NT 
collection,  wordi  like  dyaAAuKTit  (He  r*  LXX),  oAiryM,  the 
Hellenistic  x'V'^'^  for  X"*""  (v.*  — Ac  34"  35'),  iyvnviaiiiitv<n 
(Ac  a"  LXX),  aitd  the  dative  in  v.>«-Lk  18":  with  Hebrews,} 

§*  On  tbc  Uichacl-mytli,  im  J.  T.  Matihill  {ET.  xi.  390-J91]  and 
Lnckcn'*  Brtatgtl  Jt/ibiac/(l89S),  with  Cheyne'i  BiMe  J\tt^imi  (ll6f.). 

t  Thu  hK  was  a  Jewiili  Cliristian  dot*  not  n«c«»arily  follow,  much  t« 
Ibu  hii  ■udienec  w«ie  Jtwiih  Chutiiunt  (Hocnnlcke,  JC.  9i'93),  ihoiigh 
Iba  (orrno  Infcimce  is  plaunblc  on  bioaclFr  ground v 

1  Cp.   Ihe  oollocation    tt   tbr«e  ]iaiiicipl»  with  a  finite  *k   (v.*"'  = 
■  b«  ia>-«x 
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dynAoyfo,  (o'^ot,  tityaXmrvinf ;  and  with  Paul  OTie  or  two  tems, 
such  &3  iL'oiof,  itu/Hori;*,  olrTT^ptoy,  and  rpoypd^ur,  besides  Sywi 
and  *XtToL  But  these  are  cither  too  casual  or  too  divene  in 
meaning  to  prove  an^  literary  reUtiomhip.  Apart  from  the 
allusion  in  v.">  to  language  which  the  later  Gnostics  lud  adopted 
from  Paul  (cp.  i  Co  a'*),  and  the  resemblnnccs  of  the  address 
(cp.  I  Th  i»,  3  Th  i")  and  the  doxolog/  (v.»"--Ro  I6**, 
sc«  above,  p.  135),  there  is  little  or  nothing  to  indicate  anjr  uae 
or  even  reminiscences  of  the  genuine  Pauline  correspondence. 
The  impression  of  a  similarity  of  atmosphere  between  the  eptsiJe 
and  the  Pauline  pastorals  is  heightened,  hovcver,  by  a  scries 
of  coincidences  in  thought  and  expression  ("'"  —  2  I'i  3*,  tbe 
tue  of  Tt'oTit  and  of  6iot  tmrJip),  particularly  in  v."  which 
implies  the  circulation  of  a  prophecy  such  as  has  been  pre- 
served in  these  pastorals.  It  n  theTcfore  highly  probable  ttuil 
the  latter  were  known  to  this  writer,  though  there  is  no  clear 
evidence  that  he  used  ihcm. 

g  3.  StlatioH  to  3  Piter. — Special  literature :  E.  A.  Richter, 
Dt  ohgine  ifitl.  P.  foUtrioris  tx  <fiu.  Juda  rt/^ttnda  (1810); 
E.  Moutier,  La  tetonde  ipUre  df  Pierre  el  celle  deJuJt  (Strusbuig, 
l8»9)v  NbyefhoS*S  EiiMhing  in  dit  fttrimKhem  Sehri/ttH  (1835), 
pp.  i7i-i8a;  B.  Weiss  [SK.,  1866,  356^);  O.  Mich«d  in 
Festschrift  JUr  Ficke  (Leipitg,  1897);  H.  Schwienhoist,  Das 
Verkaltnist  des  Judaibriefts  turn  tweittn  Pttruibri*/  unttrttuht 
{Miinstcr,  1904);  A.  Maicr  (7*^.,  1905.547-580);  J.  B.  Mayor 
in£C7;  T.  30$-3iT- 

The  similarities  between  Judas  and  1  P.  arc  r>ot  altogether 
confined  to  ^  of  the  former  and  the  second  chapter  of  the 
latter  (cp.  t^.  Jud  •=  a  P  1",  Jud  •■'  -  a  P  3',  Jud  ""  =  a  P  3* 
jud'i-M-a  P3",  Jud«-3  P3»^  Jud»-j  P  3"),  but  inihit 
chapter  they  mount  up  to  an  exceptional  height,  as  may  be  teen 
from  the  following  summary: 


JURAS 

(*}  For  certain  men  hsve  iljpped  In 
bjr  ilnllh  (vofXitf^lKou),  tlime  who 
were  long  ago  (>dXai)  preilnlined 
(rf(  TaiiTB  rl  (pjfts)  to  thU  doom 
— impioiu  men,  peiveitinK  oar  God'i 
pace  into  AvAvtior,   and  deci]rlii|> 


iPl 

(*)  Falie  tenchen,  racn  who  itull 
ncAllhily  iiutoduce  (ra^R«4|«vrO 
dnitutliic  hntvt*  .  .  .  deoyinc 
the    Mulcr    who   bought    (htm    |r4r 


I 
I 


*  The  conlnit  of  iyvfinrT^  fa  with   \\\t  pilorilonu*  dtnMBd*  of  the 
crroriiU  for  renuneimtion  (2*.  cd.  Tit  i" ;  Itcn.  i.  13.  3 1 1.11.  U.  S.  1.  18.  aj. 


f    tifttr  4»W'  'I.  X.  dipfof'^rei). 

^)  And  uigels  which  kept  not  iheir 
oSee  bul  •bacdotMd  Iheir  own  hftbil- 
■lion,  be  bM  kept  uader  (he  iKlhci 
tUckneu  in  r«tlcti  everlutiDg 
(W|iM>  dlllMi  (rA  {i^ior  TiHipiittr) 
(oc  lh«  juclgmcnt  (((t  'pteir)  of  the 
{real  dif. 

(*)  Evenu*  Sodom  kihI  Cooioriht, 

twlih  ihc  MiiKiMiidiiii;  ciilet  ...  are 
cxhi)itt<d  u  ■  vruning  (1(1)^), 
■■dagoiiig  ihe  ptiully  of  dn  ctcnul. 
n  TluM  nion  t  with  'hen  leniutJ 
drcuDi  pollute  the  fleih  (idpia  iiioJ- 
Hurii),  contemn  ihc  Loidiliip  (npii- 
r^ra  dfrrsfeit),  and  abiMc  Majetllci 
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*tfll    felknt    (heir 


I 


r 


(■)  Now  when  Michael  the  atch- 
•ogel  wax  disputing  with  (he  devil  to 
MnUOnrettf  <nxt  ihc  txxly  of  Moio, 
b«  dared  nol  \ttii  tnX^iirtr)  bring 
m   aboBve    acciualion    agsin^t   him 

C)  But  theic  men  heap  abuie  on 
whatever  they  *"  Ignocanl  of  IsCrw 
U,  Sa*  lUr  til  attairir  ^iu$t)>ioC^>'I. 


(*)  And   mmj 

ivtXYitat 

I*}  ohrdicpfAafcraXaiodedAVfi. 

(•)  (lod  ipared  not  aneelt  when 
thejr  kinded.  bill  ihiutting  (hem  down 
to  Tarttnit.  in  pit)  of  nclher  black- 
neu  ((rr<f>oii  fA^ov),  delivered  them  to 
be  kept  for  judgmeal  (rap/lwro'  td 

(•)  Reducing  the  eiiie*  of  Sodom 
and  Gurnofrha  lo  a*he*  .  .  .  making 
Ka  ciBinple  of  them  [dwUtcjitA  n- 
6tUut). 

I")  ThoM  who  walk  aflrr  the  flnh 
in  the  luit  of  poUulion  (^(tfw  captii 
[=Jud  ^  irlau  ira/Kii]  fr  /rifvfilf 
)ua«;ioO),  and  dnpl^e  Ihe  Lordihip 
(■UfHtngrinJ.  Daring  (rtX^ifral,  cp. 
Jud  »),.,.  they  tremble  not  wheti 
they  abuac  MajctLlet  itHai  p\aatai- 

(U)  Whettu  angeli  .  .  .t 


(to  not  bring  an  abusive  accusation 
agairut    them   {^ptvatr   fi\ia^iivr 

I")  But  these  men,  like  iiraiional 
bru<>ei  (oh-M  it,  iit  dXaya  fya)  b/ 
nature  barn  |^i<friiiA)  lor  capture  and 


*  The  region  of  the  Dead  Sea,  with  ill  volcanic  feature*,  u  aaaociai'rd  in 
En  IJ*  with  the  lubltmiiitan  burning  of  the  fallen  angels.  In  ]  f.  the 
deluge  it  iornnl  Iwlween  Ihe  fill  at  the  angeli  and  the  dctirucilun  of  Sodom 
•nd  Gomortha  (ep,  3'),  whereas  Kain  and  Konh  fall  oul.  By  the  bniiwlon 
«f  the  afiMlasy  of  ibe  Iiiaelitea.  3  P.  itiaighleni  out  Ihe  chiunologj-  of  Jud. 
Oo  the  other  hand,  >  P. 'a  Inacttlun  of  God'x  reaculng  incicy  (i^  *•  *J,  when 
(ostratCcd  wllh  JuU  *''*,  thowt  Ihal  the  lilnalion  hu  become  mate  aciioUK. 
S  P.'a  iteit  with  the  tUleo  angel*  ii  molived  by  the  faci  that  ihey  were  (he 
iniUucUn  of  inankind  In  malpractice*,  accordlne  to  Jewith  liadiiinn  |cp. 
Elk.  ix.  5-4i  *•  7i  etc.),  and  coniequently  the  natural  prototype  of  falae 
lodMta  (i"-) :  bit  inictiion  anticipate!  the  milder  ihoughl  of  3',  and  ii 
miUf  ''"^  bjr  the  alluiionof  t  Fs'io  Noah.  J.'i  refnence  to  (he  ain  of  the 
■afdi  in  connection  with  Sodoro  it  an  echo  of  the  indilion  pretcrved  In  Tc*l. 
ICapih.  ill. 

i  Peter"*  generatiiing  venion  it  leta  clear  than  J.**,  bul  It  h  plainly  wiillen 
K  «ilh  nJMMw  (O  the  poiiiliol)  of  the  lattei  in  ihe  argunicnt. 
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uid  wbaiever  they  do  undeisUnd  by 
lutuie  (^iWKiii),  like  (tie  tmtional 
bratMt^i  rd  dXoY'  fv>l.  Ihnnigh 
Hal  are  ihey  <xinupted  {^ilporm). 

C)  Thoyweni  Ihc  rcati  or(r^ilvl 
KUn.  nuhed  hudlone  for  wogci 
(futffoD)  in  th«  moi  of  Balaam, 

t")  ThCM  men  are  Ihe  lunkcii 
tocka  (<riXdt<t)  in  youi  love-fcailt 
(fr  Tsri  i^draii  i>iurl,   (ciltlill|{  with 

you  [wriKiixo^*'"Mt' 

(■*''*)  Rainlus  cloada  [pc^Oi 
IrvtpM),  )wcp(  alonB  by  wimla  ■  .  , 
lor  «honi  ihe  ndher  bliuhneu  vf 
datkocB  has  b«n  loi  ev«  rescrioJ 
(oft  i  {4^1  TsO  rtircvf  rli  sfura 
TfT^ynrroi). 

I")  Their  mouUi  ipc«k>  ennrp,- 
gantly  |iT<p*y(a). 

(")  RcRicnibrt  [he  word*  liir^rfi/n 
■rS>t  fiiiiirur)  ipokcD  befcrehand  by 
the  apoitin  of  our  Lord  Jeiui  irCir 

(")  how  they  lold  yoa  :  4t  Ihe  end 
of  Ihe  ilwe  (rt'  tax^fm  toP  xp^^) 
there  shall  be  {Jaarriu,  v.l.  niArerriu) 
NoHen  (inralircu),  walking  ifter 
their  own  mipioiu  lutu  (asrl  rdi 
iavrHr     tattv/tUi      wepniinnn     rSir 

Thoe  phenometta  imply  cilhrt  (a)  the  common  uic  of  tame  rulirr  docu- 
ment, or  ii)  a  litcr»iy  reUiionsliip  beiw««n  the  two  epiiUcs.  The  funna 
theory  UU  to  cipUin  anything  except  (he  leii^nclary  elements  which  can 
uitiiifactorily  be  tccouiKed  for.  cipecially  unce  the  diuxn'Cfy  of  ih*  book  ol 
Enoch,  without  conjecturing  (wiih  older  crilin  tike  Heider  aod  ItaMe) 
KKDc  Perilan  original,  or  |  tome  Anmaic  documenl  containing  Noschic  and 

*  fyi«r  a  •  blunder  lor  Beor  (cp.  M  B),  unlev.  with  A.  S«>da  (Si., 
1904,  l88(.),  it  b  to  be  taken  eeiienphicaUy. 

t  Foi  lbi(  use  ordv^ri),  see  Nkgeli's  JJtr  WtrtukiUt  4.  Patiit,  p.  15. 

X  Spittt  and  Baljoo  omit  laJ  r%  .  .  .  mr^pn  at  a  Ela«*  i  Buia  iiutiu 
ilk  between  r^r  atid  r^  (a*  in  the  title  u(  the  Didachf  K 

I  Cp.  Shtt\ixk'%DinrrtatitHcmierrmiiglki  Amlhtrily^lht  St<f^  Sfiillt 
sffitltr;  Kaiser's  CM(mfi>/aWBi,  fiw  littgua  ar»mMaritnt$»d /mU<a>i^M 
inlir^nlanJa  fit^  ^.T.  I*t*  .  .  .  drfau/ituriliilt,  pp.  Jft.,uii  Luulby 
III  £xf.'  iv.  «6i. 


comipilon  (#00^),  utterlec  abuai 
■boot  thing*  they  trt  iKnoraal  of  [tt 
oti  iyntilvi'  ffXaa^iioSrTn],  fhall 
alsn  peiiih  in  their  oorruption  (tr  rg 

n  Thry  r»l!»w«d  the  rMd  (17 
Ui)  of  BikJaiun  the  wn  of  Boaoe,* 
who  loved  the  wags  (#iMm>>  of  mid- 
practice. 

(")  SpoU  and  titot)  (ralXai  ml 
iM>t«i)  .  .  .  ir  nft  lrdra4tt  (*-1< 
dydvAtf)  atrur  .  .  .  fnoling  vilh 
you  (WTiwxt<-ittrn  ii*it\. 

(")  Theie  men  are  waicrlea* 
fountain*  (vt>i>(  iruSfn)  and  lalau 
driTRi  by  a  sqnall  ...  far  whom  the 
nethf  t  blacknest  of  darkness  his  been 
rciervcil  (oTi  4  f*^i  rrf  tfatroi^  «(i 
«/<»«  T«TTl(iifraj), 

(")  Uttering  fulfle  exlraragantcs 
(uW^eyia). 

(3*)  Rcmetubet  the  vordi  ipoken 
beforehand  (iu-vrtf^ioi  rSir  wpattfit 
lUmr)  by  [he  holy  prophet*  and  ihc 
commandnictii  of  the  apostle*  *enl 
you  {torn  the  Lord  and  Savioiu  ]  J 

J*  knowin);  thi*  Ant  of  all,  that  in 
the  Uil  diyi  (fr'  ivxifvr  fCr  ibHyMv) 
scolfen  (<tiiraf(ra>)  ahall  come  (A«#. 
tarrat)  ic<iiTinic>  ••lkia|:  after  their 
own  lusii  (larA  rdi  tJfai  twttviUai 
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Enochie  prophccjei  opon  [he  delugt,  or,  fnull)',  &  Jewiih  or  Jrwuh  ChtitiUn 
'Smpittf^'*  The  alicrnkllve  hypotheui  [J)  I*  railici  to  l>c  icocpted  in 
Ihe  fono  of  a  dtpendencc  of  i  F.  upon  Judu  (lo  ihc  Urge  majorily  al 
ciilka.  nptcially  Cridncr,  Emiil,  HilgcnFctd.  Ilolli'niiiin,  Alil»U,  WdM, 
Ik^os,  tiiivon,  Chue,  F.  Mdei,  Juttclicr,  Salmon,  M<yar,  and  BcIkt,  u 
■fiiim  Lullwr'*  opinion,  which  wai  tupprritcd  bjr  Dicllcin,  Lumby,  Huuel, 
HaAnaMi,  Flummct,  tipiiu,  Z*1iii,nn<1  Hilc)-  I>-}  It  U  Inliercnily  men lllcvly 
that  a  lain  writer  >hould  incorporvle  pruiically  the  bulk  of  a  brief  nolc  llk<' 
llut  of  Judai,  than  that  the  author  of  ihi  laltn  tKotild  kIcci  only  the 
otiddlo  pottioo  of  1  Pet.  To  ihit  i(  la  not  cncingh  lo  reply  llial  he  choM  only 
the  Kctkn  which  niited  his  purpote.  for  if  Mi  purpose  (u  Spiita  urges)  waa 
(0  «mphiaUe  tb«  apnuolie  waming<  ij;uin«t  llbctiiiiet,  b«  woulil  hare  made  il 
MM«  clear  thai  he  wat  luing  Fcltr'a  ifiinima  n/rts,  and  in  any  caie  a  tcctlon 
bbe  thai  of  j"*  would  have  been  ai  apt  to  his  aim,  Kunhermore  (ii.)  Judos 
haa  the  notes  of  an  original  wrilcr.     The  style  U  sentenlioui,  hirclllle,  and 

[  lecse,  a*  miiipared  wiih  Ihe  cloudy  and   ihecorlcal  language  of  3  P.  (cp. 

f  JinJ 'with  J  P  j".  Jod*  wilhj  P  a*.  Jud' with  i  P  1'.  Jud'with  J  Pa",  Jud' 
wuh  1  Pi",  Jud  "with  I  Pa'*);  thus — to  quote  one  initanoe — the  Yciniculat 
tTtvUir  t%ptui^pfir  of  the  lalet  wriler  (l')  is  a  relapse  from  the  correct 
rrtviV  Toiifftfai  of  Jud  '.  Again,  liii.  1 1  P.  has  eiaggeraln)  Ihc  liabit  of 
llefatloD  which  ciDpi  np  now  and  agnin  in  Jud.  |Cp.  ritptir  and  fi^l  in  ''  " 
i^dt  in  "^  "^  ".  and  pXae#ii*i,  in  •■",  ■!»  "  and  ")  de3|»te  the  latter** 
skill  Id  deviling  synonyms.  In  the  later  wnler,  partly  owing  lo  Jin  imitation 
of  I  P..»beie  Iliia  liletaiy  Hail  occaiionally  recurs  (cp.  sanipla  to  I*-";  n«a- 
rnte,  •"■  ■•;  *)<ttfor.,  j"***),  the  llcration  of  m*lj;nili(anl  terms  becomes 
alOMM  wculuine  (cp.  iwtxip'Tt'"'  1*  "  !  ("^X^-i  l"'"  !  A.rvfitd'yur,  t*  "■  "."i 
vf«ffT<U,  I"-  "  i  9»tY,ii!9»i,  j"-  "  ;  tt\ti(nr,  a"  "  i  ^a9bi  iJl.tiur,  j"*  » ; 
wn»xdt  ssw«i>ufa,  3"^  "  etc.  etci).  Finally,  (Sv.l  at  ttvcisl  points  the 
lai^.n»ti  of  a  P.  is  only  intelligible  from  that  of  Judai;  e.g,  the  general, 
ised  allusion  to  aog«la  in  a  P  a'°*"  bcor'nicv  clear  from  Jud  '  wilh  ils  specific 
reference  to  Michael.  The  hasie  and  vehemence  of  Judaa  ihe  zealot  lead 
hiaa  now  and  then  into  a  certain  confused  tone  of  denunciation,  which  is 
al  once  soltened  and  iiiai^hicned  out  In  the  later  cpiitle.  1  P.  has  not  the 
BCjency  which  dictated  the  compoulion  of  Judax ;  ll  i>  more  derivalire  than 
tlM  latter.  "  The  impresdon  which  they  \eKrt  on  my  mind  is  that  in  J.  we 
h>*e  the  fint  thought,  in  P.  (he  second  thought ;  that  we  can  generally 
•c«  ■  RMon  why  P.  ahuuld  have  atieted  J.,  but  very  rarely  a  tcuon  why 

I  what  we  read  in  P.  ihoald  have  been  altered  to  what  w«  find  in  J.  P.  ix  more 
t«6ectire,  J.  more  qwntancout"  (Mayor,  p,  iit).  "  Es  isl  eine  abautde 
VonCcllong,  dass  det  kldoe,  an  Vorstellungeoviel  relcheie  Jud  aus  cinaelnen, 
da  uod  dort  beiauigetiacBCii,  Ubei  eine  giSisere  FUche  tentreuten,  an  lieh 
■ciM  pni  ncbeMtdUchen,  faat  armMligm  WOriern  und  Stticn  des  grostes 
>  PHiiuiaR)aienge*toppc1tit(''(MiieT,  Drr  Judaibritf,  107-108).  "  Bcgici- 
dich  isi,  das  cin  Mana,  dei  ^einen  Leiem  noeb  mehi  ni  Hgen  hatle,  den 
lohalt  da  Judaabricfe*  la  Mlnrm  gtouercn  Briefe  vrrarlicitetc ;  daia  abet 
Juidaa,  wcaii  er  vor  den  too  Peiros  geschlldeiten  Irrlehrcm  wamen  vill, 
■UU  skb  ausdrtkUiA  aufdieac  gKiaie  AuloriUl  su  beruIcB,  einbcfa  eis  Stuck 

•Co.  HeiDiki,  Vrt.  iia.  and  Ut.  CJu^roHaJ.  MTStMri/lm,  78-79. 
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<lc*  Fdniibricra  neu  h«i»uigibt  noWr  Kinem  Nameo,  id  undcakbu ' 
in  SA:,  1904,  149]. 

§  4.  Liltrary  cctmeithns. — While  the  earliest  Iracc  of  the 
e|Hstle  is  in  3  Pet.,  its  brevity,  limited  circulation,  and  lack  of 
signilicaot  ideas  prevented  it  from  being  used  by  other  writers  in 
the  second  century ;  almost  the  only  document  which  prcscnU 
any  rcMtnblance  to  it  is  the  Didach^  where  ■1'  {aii  fuinfaut  riur* 
avdpwvot-,  iXXti  ott  /liv  l\iy£u%  x<p!  S)  wv  wpomi$if,  evt  N 
dyair^at  iwip  -rip-  <livxnv  ffov)  recalls  the  similar  triple  sentence 
of  Jud  ^^"^  ^Koi  Dus  /tiv  iXiff^m  iiaKptvofLivmit,  oh  lA  v^iftr* 
.  .  .  «Di  £1  IXtan),*  whilst  J.'x  assertion  that  the  crrorisis' 
miptanint  i$trov(Ttr  (v.*)  is  explained  by  the  counsel  of  Did.  4' 
(ri;i^«f  aMy — i.e.  him  who  speaks  the  word  of  God — if 
KiyHOf'  oStv  yo-p  i/  Kvpionit  AoAftrai,  f<tt  KtyiioT  itmr}.  The 
connection  between  murmuring  and  blasphemy  is  not  stiiking 
enough  to  justify  stress  being  laid  (as,  e^.,  by  Spilta,  534-535, 
and  F.  Maier,  p.  65)  on  3*'^  as  a  possible  instance  of  the  use  of 
Jud  •■">,  and  even  were  the  text  of  Jud  '*-''  (cp.  WH.  iL  106  C) 
and  of  Did  a'  more  certain  than  it  is,  it  would  be  imprudent  to 
base  any  conclusions  of  literary  filiation  upon  so  lonely  and 
precarious  a  piece  of  evidence.  "  On  other  grounds  it  MCmi 
likely  that  the  two  documents  had  their  origin  within  the  same 
circle  of  Christian  thought,  and  it  is  conceivable  that  parts  of  the 
Didach£  are  ultimately  the  work  of  the  author  of  the  epiule" 
(Chase,  795)1  Be  this  as  it  may,  the  Didach^  on  the  whole  foils 
to  furnish  any  ttrmiuui  ad  yuem  for  Judas,  and  still  less  do 
Barnabas  (1"  4»,  against  Jud  ^),  a  Clem.  (»o*  =  Jud  *,  cp.  JVTA. 
119),  and  Hermas  {Sin.  v.  7.  a=Jud*,  Sim.  ix.  9.  13  against 
Jud  '^),  though  the  coincidence  between  Man.  Poly k.  (address  ikm 
KtX  tlp^^  KOI  iyi.in)  .  .  ,  Tr\rf6vv6*%'j)'=^'aA*  {i)iAttt  vfuv  koX  ttptyrtf 
Ko!  Ayimj  it\rfiw6ili{)  is  remarkable  enough  (see  above,  p.  336). 

By  the  end  of  the  second  ccnlutjr  tb«  homily  wu  Kcccpted  «t  OMMokkl 
und  aposiotic  in  Alcuuiilria  (Qemeni,  Oiii;m),  Afiica  (TcnulKae),  uicl  Rom* 
jMurit.  C*noii)i  but  ihc  vay  tenni  and  context  in  which  It  U  oientlMicd 
to  the  Mia.  Canon  and  even  in  Origen  |m  Afali.  vol.  xviU  30)  tnificate  that 
ill  reotplion  wu  fu  &ain  Itdng  unanimuu*  if  ■^■1  'hi*  >*  curcotivnlvd  by  its 

*  A  good  caae  fat  the  ooiiMton  (with  C*  Syr.  hi.)  of  «Ct  H  Atara  ii 
pNMnt«d  b]r  R.  A.  Falconer  [Eif.*  iv.  loo-w;). 

t  Beddes,  Tcitnlliui  nol  only  misiaVn  J.  fet  an  apoall*.  bat  is  chkSy 
bitcteiied  ia  hii  c|^9(l«  tiecauK  li  euarinteci  t!ie  miihurity  of  the  bot-k  ol 
Enoch  {di  ntlm.  /'*>.  I.  3) :  while  Ocn.  Al».'«  opinitMi  ii  WMk«Bcd  tty  tta« 
bet  ihat  he  aitributs  Htbitm  to  PaaL 


I 


■bwno*  mlMCiiuently  from  (he  wiilingi  of  ihc  Antioch  tdhool  and  the  S)'riic 
Tn%ue-  The  nispiciona  (Eui.  if.  S.  iL  aj.  ij|  which  thut  hlnilctc^  in 
tntnnce  inln  vcrlain  cl«l«*  of  the  church,  u  niw  til  tht  dvrtXryAfifro,  were 
I'dac  iMil  to  criiical  KTupIci  k>  much  u  lo  the  hcsiulion  aroiued  by  ihc  kjukc 
-  and  diMBCtCc  of  ili  spocrj'phnl  ciuiioni  (ki  Jeriime,  ib  hit.  illiilr.  ex.). 
lu  nnpopaUrJiy  In  ihc  Afiicsn  chuichc*,  [■>  iu<l|>e  frcBi  Cyprian'*  Uck  of 
fcTercnce  lo  il  wkJ  lioai  oiher  data,  and  its  &it*te  [«  vin  accepiancc  in  the 
•diool  of  Anliocli,  rciidcrctl  iit  (cclcMftkil  ciieo  u  piccajloiu  and 
chcqocicd  u  that  of  Kvcrml  d(  ihc  olhcr  '  atholie  cpuile*.'  lu  diucpute  in 
Muy  ()uat(en,  pnitictiliuly  lhiciii[;hiiiit  ihc  Weit,  wu  unly  pirlially  countci- 
tohnrM  by  the  Ibci  that  Clement  of  Alexandria  (In  hit  Myfotifeiiit,  cp. 
Wmoou*!  Cmm,  pp.  35S  (.)  and  Didymuj  of  the  Mine  city  (in  the  fourth 
ocntiiry)  wtotc  coniinenlB  on  it,  the  lalici  with  eipccial  regard  to  its 
eocnptomUing  em ptuy incut  of  apocryphal  wrlllii(pu 

S5.  Oijttt. — The  writer  is  not  intcnrstcd  in  the  &a*^v.%,  aa 
the  apologists  of  the  second  century  Ktc  in  the  principles  of  ibc 
errorists  whom  they  controvert.  He  attempts  no  refutation  of 
tbeir  (lieoriea,  nor  dotrs  he  go  iiilo  any  detail  in  e^iposing  their 
aberrations.  He  is  a  plain,  hont»t  leader  of  the  church,  who 
knows  when  round  indignation  is  more  telling  than  argument. 
His  interest  is  purely  practical  Alarmed  at  the  poesibitliy  of  his 
rricnds  being  contaminated  by  these  intruders,  he  writes  this 
brie^  forcible  warning,  full  of  what  Origen  called  ippioiUtoi  Ao^ui. 
It  denounces*  r^ither  than  describes  the  objects  of  its  attack, 
ax>d  there  it  a  note  of  exaggerated  seventy  in  it,  *a  cerUin  hasti- 
ness and  tendency  lo  take  things  at  the  worst '  (Bigg).  When 
the  tKTS  of  the  movement's  spread  reached  him  (v.*),  he  was  in 
the  act  of  composing  an  epistle  or  treatise  for  bis  friends  vtpl  rQt 
»Bw^mfH7}fii»t:  this  he  laid  aside  at  once  in  order  to  lose  no 
time  in  putting  them  on  their  guard.  His  practical  object, 
together  with  the  fact  that  the  readers  were  well  acquainted  with 
the  eirorists,  naturally  gave  no  occasion  for  a  minute  transcript 
of  the  tatter's  aims;  one  or  two  hints  emerge  which  indicate 
their  general  physiognomy,  but  these  glimpses  arc  neither  un- 
ambiguous nor  coherent,  i.e.  they  do  not  point  to  any  one  of  the 
regular  gnostic  circles  of  which  we  have  any  knowledge.  I'hc 
note  of  dualism  (v.*  riv  fiiyov  itintirrtiv  ipravfLvroi,  V.^^fiot^  A^  t 
was  common  to  most  Gnostics,  including,  of  course,  the  Carpo- 
H  kntliaiu  (»o  for  Judas,  Groiius  and  Mangold,  Einl.  713  f,  with 

H         *  "To  A  modern  rcadcc   II   1*  cvrinu*   relher  (hao   edifying-  vtt't  >he 

■  cittptioa  «l  the  bepnoing  and  end  "  (Mayor,  p.  clil). 

H       1  The  pbrue  11  not  to  much  ISiurgicnl  &s  ■  polemical  reference  lo  gBiMle 

■  thmopUeifcp.  Ja  J**  17*,  and  E.  A.  Abbott's  DM.,  189S.  >664). 
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Schcnltel,  Chrhttubild,  i6tf.;  Cone,  G»tf>tt  and  its  SarHtsI 
/nlerprtlations,  33^-34 1,  and  Pflcidercr,  Urt.  \\.  509  f.)  and  the 
Cainites  (v.<<),  who  (accotding  to  IrenxuH,  i.  31.  t)  claimed 
kinship  with  the  Sodomites  (v.'}  and  Korah  <r.<>);  tbouifh  the 
allusion  to  Kain,  in  the  light  of  ^  seems  to  voice  the  Jewish 
tradition,  ss  old  as  Philo  (cp.  Siegfried's  Phih,  pp.  i5of.)tttut 
Kain  wu  ihe  lirst  sceptic,  who  dented  any  future  rewards  for 
the  good  or  punishment  for  the  wicked  (Targ.  Jcrus.  on  On  4*). 
Again,  the  abuse  of  love-fcasts  (v."),  flattery  of  the  ncfa  (v,**), 
and  antinomian  tendencies,  are  common  to  these  etrorists  and 
to  the  followers  of  Marcus  in  Asia  Minor,  c.  a.i>,  160  (Irea  i- 
13-ai);  hot  Judas  never  alludes  to  the  women  over  whom 
Marcus  exercised  extiaoTdinary  power,  and  the  above  traits  are 
not  peculiar  to  the  Marcosians.  The  combination  of  dttyiiig 
Cftriti  (v.*)  with  immorality  would  harmonise  either  with  Tit  i'* 
or  with  the  Nilfolaitans  *  (Apoc  »*■  '*  cp.  i'*  iAk  ijpi^w  rijc  wiWu' 
fMv).  There  is  no  evidence  to  connect  it  with  any  theoretical 
error,  such  as  that  of  Ceiinlhus  (cp^  t  Jn  %'"'■),  on  the  penon  of  ■ 
Christ,  but  the  libertine  conduct  of  ).'»  crrorists  was  plainly 
justilied  in  their  own  opinion  by  iheir  views  (cp.  v.*) ;  Just  as  the 
Carpokratians  (i-.  a.d.  140),  whose  hcicsy  CIcm.  Alex.  (Strom,  iil 
>.  6->o)  found  prophetically  described  in  this  epistle,  advocated  _ 
promiscuous  sexual  indulgence  on  the  ground  that  the  sexual  ■ 
impulse  was  a  God-givm  instinct  Kain  and  Korah  (v.>*)  were 
honoured  by  the  Ophites,  of  whom  the  Cainites  were  an  olTshoot, 
and  the  adherents  of  Simon  Magus  and  of  Carpokrates  are  said 
by  Ircnoius  (L  35.  1)  to  have  scoffed  at  the  angels  who  wen 
responsible  for  the  creation. 

Whoever  they  were,  they  were  charged  by  Judas  with  sodomy 
(v.*)  and  sexual  abuses  (v.""*),!  as  well  as  with  covctousnesa 
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*So  Thknch,  Ewald,  Schou,  Huthei,  Wlcunger,  Miiwrl,  Swfftit, 
Boillel,  aiul  fcctnily  KnopH,\'Z.  3>o-jiaJ,  who  uxucs  (hat  J.'>  crroruu  not 
only  were  libcrlintt  vdH  tpiiiiaalliis  tik?  Ihc  N.,  but  thircil  the  taain  atlitiKle 
lowuds  the  devU,  holding  (hat  (he  iiue  QirUtljui  could  tooA'u  hi*  power  aibl 
oleiy  pnciiie  itnmofiliij.  Thii  in*olvt«  ihe  idenliHcMioo  of  the  angelie 
powen  in  v.*  with  cril  »piriu  (to,  *^.,  Welu  toA  ScbMt),  A  mpHtt  view 
(E.  P.  Gauld,  XTTi.  pp.  157-158)  mikes  J.  poioi  to  the  nnnur  kte«l 
ih*  wicked  uigcli  ••  ■  proof  l}iat  an(;eli  in  gcneril  nod  not  be  reviled,  snd 
ihmt  Ihe  erroiuti  had  betia  not  juHify  theif  seniual  indulEcncc  bjr  appeaUac 
'more  or  IcixTnitafly  lo'  llie  '  roving  propenuiiet' of  these  aerial  bdng*. 

t  For  which  the  dyirw  (v.")  would  Kive  oji|>oilunily  10  the  iinacrapafem, 
u  k  (he  cue,  t.g,,  ol  the  Caipokniiiani.     ThU  tusi,  eoinblDcd  wkh 
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ihe  l*tter  (v.",  V.<*  Jatnwvc  woifLai^ovm,  v.'*  <u<^<Xii«(  x^pit) 
pointing  (o  a  familiar  type  of  th«  prophet  oi  mvxiagogue,  who 
traded  on  the  generosity  and  credulity  of  his  dupes.  On  being 
checked  b)-  Ihe  authorities  of  the  churches,  they  became  re- 
bellious and  discontented  (""■ '"-  '*•)  like  Korah ;  while,  tike 
Balaam  (t."),  they  were  pseudo-prophets  (this  is  the  force  of 
AnrrvMLCtSfuriM,  v.*)  as  well  u  selfish.  Furlhcrmore,  they  made 
loud  pretensions  (v,'*,  v,"  to  o-ro/ia  aCruv  XaXtt  inripoyHa), 
evidently  on  the  score  of  superiority  to  the  rank  and  file  of 
ordiiury  Christian*.  Like  most  of  the  Gnostics,  they  ap[>e>r  to 
have  called  themselves  n-tv/ioTtxoi,  in  contrast  to  the  inferior 
ttn><^KM  of  the  church  (this  is  the  point  of  J.'s  retort  in  r.*') ; 
the  exclusiveneu  (w.'*- ")  and  lack  of  brotherly  love  (v.'*  vt^iXat 
Snipe*,  ivif»  iKopra),  which  this  ostentation  developed,  are  a 
constant  source  of  reproach  in  the  writings  of  this  period  (cp. 
1  John,  Ignatius).  Such  traits  belong  to  the  incipient  phases  of 
KMnc  local,  possibly  syncTctistic,  development  of  tibcrlinism  upon 
gnostic  lines,*  rather  than  to  any  definite  school;  they  cannot 
be  ^)y  explained  (Spitta,  503  f.,  aflei  Neandcr)  as  natural  to 
some  ultraPaulinists,  or  to  crrorists  of  a  purely  practical  bent, 
resembling  those  attacked  by  f'ul  >t  Corinth  or  Colossi,  or  to 
Jewish  Christian  heretics  (so,  e.g.,  Ciedner  and  Salmon). 

3  6.  Period  and  atilkorthip. — In  view  of  Eph  3*  3*  and 
Apoc  t8*>  3t**,  the  allusion  to  the  apostles  in  v."  would  not 
necessarily  fix  the  urmiiui  a  quo  for  the  epistle  be)'ond  the  last 
quanei  of  the  first  century ;  but  the  further  allusion  (v.>^  to 
a  Ti  3",  I  Ti  4"-,  together  with  the  evidence  just  adduced  from 
the  incipient  gnostic  tendencies  which  it  controverts,  seems  to 
converge  upon  a  date  for  its  composition  in  the  early  decades  of 
the  second  century.  This  renders  it  impossible  (cp.  Jacoby, 
NTEihik,  455 1)  to  attribute  the  authoiship  either  (a)  to  Judas, 

ordinUMO,  is  (he  point  nuil«  by  J.  (v.<)  in  comparing  Ihe  etiorbts  (o  ihe 
fallen  ■a(dt(ep.  J  Win,  A/vI.  ii.  Si  Jub  iv.  isf.).  whoia  Jcwiili  lcGcnd(q>. 
\tix,  Jiti.  Eickttl^gu.  pp.  J73f.,  Kid  Bouuei,  iit  KtUgiaH  dti /a^uimmi, 
316  f.,  tut  the  didcnce  ftom  Enoch,  etc.)  were  guilty  of  both  ihcK  iira. 

*  So  tbrnack  [cuty  Kpieuniiilrrs  of  Ihe  Atchonlikoi,  Kainitei, 
NIk«hJUsu,  etc)  uid  Belaai  "mui  wird  wnwh  in  diewn  'Golltoten* 
AoliingcT  dot  Simon  Mtc"*-  <i"»  Mcnindcr  und  Nikoliui  (Iten.  a^.  tatr, 
L  SJi  Ten.  di  am  ma,  50;  Apoc  1*  ")  erblickco  dUif«n  1  Grtinnuii(->^notten 
dcs  TWtwtiS  usd  llotilhriit,  ran  velchen  enterei  lunSchit  ein  xhiinia 
vWMkMie  and daaeltie  tald  tui  lllieslc  aciicibildelc  (Eiu,  H.  S.  it.  u^" 
(£>'«/.  661-Ma). 
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the  brother  of  Jamei  (Mk  6*  Ml  13**),  who  is  supposed  (Om. 
Alex.)  to  hate  described  hiinsc^K  as  the  servant,  not  the  btoiber, 
of  ihc  Lord,  owing  to  icvcrcnt  humility  (so  the  Urge  mjijority  of 
edd) ;  or  {i)  to  the  apostolic  *  Judu  ol  l.k  6<^  Ac  1"  (so,  e.g., 
Bertholdt,  Scbncckcnbtuger,  Hofmann,  Langc,  Keil,  Belser, 
Wordsworth);  or  {<)  even  to  Judns  Barwibbai  (Ac  iS**"),  tlte 
prominent  prophet  of  the  JcruMiIem-chiirch  (so  Scttolt,  Welcker, 
Dr.  John  Lightfooi,  Wcris,  viii.  38-39;  Sdwyn,  and  I'lumplrc). 
(fi)  is  weakened  by  the  dubiety  clinfting  to  'lov&a%  *1(uh*^v,  whkh 
may  and  probably  does  mean '  son  of  James '  latber  than  '  brothef.' 
But  even  were  it  otherwise,  (fi)  like  {a)  is  handicapped  by  the 
fact  that  neither  Judu^t  could  have  lived  long  enough  10  write  the 
cpisdc  The  wcU-known  story  about  the  grandchildren  of 
Judas,  the  brother  of  James  of  Jerusalem,  being  br<n^[ht  before 
Domilian,  su^ests  that  the  grandfather  could  hardly  have  sur- 
vived till  c  A-D.  85.  Apart  from  this,  it  must  be  admitted,  a  fair 
cue  can  be  made  out  for  his  authorship,  and  many  scholars  liiid 
ibemsdves  able  to  read  the  aIlu»ons  to  the  errorisis  in  such  a 
way  as  to  place  them  in  the  third  quarter  of  the  fir^t  century, 
thus  interpreting  tlie  title  liieially.t  Renan  (iii.  ch.  x.)  is  alone 
in  relegating  it  to  c.  a.d,  54  as  a  covcit  and  rancorous  pamphlet 
against  Paul,  but  a  date  within  the  seventh  decade  of  the  first 
century  (Amauld,  Weiss)  is  upheld  by  many  scholars,  t.g.  60-44 
(BiggX  63  f.  (Bisping,  F.  Maicr,  Cheorghiu),  64-66  (Rampf, 
Henkel,  Schafer,  pi>.  314  f. ;  Gtitjahr,  Delser,  Kaulen,  Trcnkic), 
or  predominantly  66  f.  (Reithmayr,  Valroger,  Pronmuller, 
Eichbom,  Blcck,  Schulzc,  Weiss,  Wandcl,  Burger,  Amautd, 
Guericke,  Stier,  Langcn,  Salmond  in  Pulfil  Commtnlary, 
Selwyn,  Tht  Chriitiam  Prophe/t,  pp.  146  f.  etc.).  Others,  like 
Kuhl  (65'So),  fix  its  composition  somewhat  later;  t^.  in  the 
eighth  decade,  so  Zalin  (70-75),  Barth  (alter  70),  hiayor,  SiefTert 

*  Ttrtunlun  ■111]  Oi<|-en  (I.*t.)  Iioih  tnikc  iho  aulhoi  Mt  tpouk  i  but  thif 
wu  protMbly  due  to  the  Impulte  which  led  the  coiiy  chuicb  to  csoikecl  the 
ftulhon  or  itippoaed  ■othon  of  its  icriptura  with  the  apoUoIie  circle  Tha 
wdiei  hlmtrlf  doc*  not  claim  to  Iw  one  of  the  apMlloi.  uid  btdctd  be  itt»- 
toeute*  himtelf  from  them. 

t  11  'Iq'aOf  (A  8  etc.,  cp.  WH.  ii.  to6 ;  S0i-  36]>)  I*  to  tw  rod  (w, 
«./.,  At(otil)in  v.* Instead  oTntf^M,  IhedllKcullyof  tu(i|x»ini;ilulabroihai  <A 
Jcnn  coald  tuve  wriuen  thui  (or,  lot  Ihc  mMtirr  of  ihat,  have  meaiM  Jam 
by  i  c^«),  h  well-ni^  inmiprralile.  Y.vta  i'aul  used  i  X^urtt^t  Co  l<^ 
Not  would  It  twe  muicn  10  take  'Ifoln  u  ci)ulvmlcnl  to  Jotba  (B.  B> 
Ketlell,  er.  t>.  381}. 
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(TO-Xo),  and  Barllet,  A  A.  344-35 ' ;  whilst  a  date  e,  a.O  80  ii 
favoured  by  Crcdncr,  Rcuss,  Lumby,  Schott  (8»-<)o),  Bwald, 
Hoftnann,  SjtitU,  Kcil,  and  von  Sodcn.*  The  latlei  period  haa 
roost  in  iu  bvour,  if  the  manifesto  could  be  connected  wiih 
the  Judas  of  the  early  church.  Otherwise,  aiticism  is  pushed 
into  the  first  quarter  of  the  second  century  (so,  Cjf.,  Harnack, 
McGiSert,  Julicher,  Hollmann),  slightly  later  by  Schenkel  (a.i>. 
130-140)  and  Straaiman  (pp.  101  f.),  and  later  still  by  Volkmar, 
Ihlan^old,  David&on,  N.  Schmidt  in  Tht  Prophtt  0/  Natarelk, 
p.  19]  (after  A.D.  ijo),  and  Bams  (a  a.i>.  160),  «s  formerly 
by  Scmler  (a.d.  150-300). 

On  any  fbnn  ot  Ihe  Inttcr  hypniheui,  tome  eiplaiutlan  of  the  title  ('  lai'<Aai 
1.  X.  IiCXn,  ii^K^n  U'la<i!i^si'|!<ccumct{inpcntire.  {<]  The  main  oljjcct ion 
tollKpscudonyni'hypoihui[(SchwcBtcr,  Ptlciderei,  Reum,  etc),  which  iiiikei 
ihe  *iil«  lake  ihe  btother  of  Jeaui  u  his  mouihpi«ce,  is  ihm  J,  wu  fai  foini 
impMtani  tnough,  itini  lie  would  pioUibly  have  bf«ii  miute  an  apoilte  (as 
t7  TatBllian  mflerwudi),  and  thit  no  attempt  it  made  to  devcl'jp  hi* 
pcnooaliljri  u  would  have  twcii  nuiiml  undn  the  d(cuintiBnces.t  I J)  Mure 
ftwribly  Harnack  \ACL.  I.  1.  pp.  465f.)  would  modify  thIt  by  conjrcliiring 
dial  MNDC  Dnknown  Judoif  <A  the  second  centuiy  (a.ix  100-130)  wioie  th* 
homily  apinil  a  cunleiii|Kirai)r  jihuc  of  Sytu-I^ilcilinian  gnusticiim,  and  (hat 
ibe  words  AJiX^i  H  'laiii^tu  were  oddoi  later  (a.d.  ijo-tSo]  when  U 
tccunc  deiiiable,  in  ihe  light  of  the  rampant  enosiicism  of  the  ase,  (o 
guaraniee  the  wriiing'*  authority.  Such  a  theory  (m  McGifTert,  <4..4.  ;!$- 
58X  ;  Ilacon,  Baini]  in  one  farm  or  anolha  at  once  does  iome;u(licT  lo  the 
oornteots  of  the  writing,  which  does  not  appear  to  eomc  from  one  who  either 
belonged  to  or  niivivcd  the  fittt  grncralioii,  and  to  the  lille  itwK  1  it  would 
aol  bt  difKcnlt  for  a  Kcond-ccmury  scrilic  or  editor,  findlngc  (he  worda'Ioi'Jai 
*L  X.  MXm  at  (he  head  of  an  earlier  ( '  not  far  from  A.  D.  90.'  Bacon ,  p.  1 70) 
■•aifarto  ag^iial  ■ntinoRiian  errori<ils,  to  smpliry  them  with  IJrXiMi  H 
'lasTttTnir.  Wppoong  oi  uiihmi;  ll  to  he  luppoted  that  ihe  wrlirt  wxi.  the 
brotba  o(  (be  notable  James  or  Jeruulcm,  whi»«  rigid  altitude  lowaidt  pagun 

*  1.1.  in  hi*  consneniar)-.  The  hurried  and  inperflcial  paragraph  at  the 
doae  ef  his  ItHmhulitn  (pp.  470-471)  teem*  to  abandon  both  the  aulhonhlp 
of  Jodaaanilibe  fitxt  century  date. 

f  JUlkber  {Einl,  p.  too)  now  ihinlci  that  the  author  belotiged  to  a  circle 
where  Jsoiei  wat  held  in  honour,  l>ul  that  he  chose  Judaa  a*  hit  p«cu<lonym 
bcoosc  he  perhaps  ouiliTcd  the  nihei  Pilcaiinian  apoiilcs,  and  iheicfore  wwa 
tuitable  mouihpece  for  warnings  a^insc  the  rising  peril. 

t  GmlM  thought  of  Judat,  u  Jewisli  Chii'tian  hibliup  <if  JeruHtlem  In  the 
Meead  ccMury,  at  the  actual  author  ■  but  Ut\^  it  'latu^sv  could  hardly 
beiafcenMan  cpaeopal  JetuMlemitc  litlr,  and  llie  very  prtf  inMily  o(  lhi> 
Jada*  la  in  diapute  (cp>  Zahn't  FomMnrrgtn,  vi.  193  f-.  and  lanwt.J/'S. 
L  5>9t,  acainst  SdiLutet,  TU.  xiL  tit..  BFT.  xii.  j.  1898,  -die  Kirche 
Jenwalena  *ani  Jahre  ;o-i)o,'  p|h  igf.}.  OthcrwUe  one  might  think  uf 
r  pNabytor  cslld  Judai  (Dahlj. 
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•ntinomUn  tendenclei  wm  to  DMorluit.  TliU,  *t  >n]r  r>>e,  mcbm  opoa  iIm 
whole  ft  more  fcuible  tine  of  conjecture  Ihan  to  tuppose  that  the  writnc  <rat 
ori^nslly  kn  wionymoiu  cpittle  or  a  manlfetio. 

ThedoIinalioDotthcputoral,  whether  SyiO'Pa1eillne(deW(tte,ButIct), 
Anlioch  uid  itt  ncighliDUihood  (Chase),  CoKnlh  *  or.  at  tome  han  man 
pUuutily  aiKued,  El^rp'  (MayeihalF,  Schenkel.  Mangnid,  ft&l,  CUMM  b* 
prcdielr  aictrtained  from  the  conunti,  and  IradilJon  ii  lileDL  If  ■  Jwla*  of 
the  (iiM  cen(ui)'  wrntt  it,  Faletllne  oi  Antioch  is  ■  nalnral  niggeiiion.  The 
mcmhliinca  between  the  enoitic  phenomena  of  J.'t  opponenti  »nd  thotc 
of  Jcihn't  apocij^pie.  [be  Pauline  putacals,  and  Igiutiut,  iui|[ht  luggeit  Aaa 
Minor  [to  von  Soden  and  lUeon.  the  laltei  conjecturing  that  the  local 
dcniiulioa  of  the  c^nslle  hu  diuippcared  from  the  liltc),  but  (ntxe  or  iMt 
nnBlogoni  phenomena  ran  be  ihoirn  to  have  emerged  in  teretal  qinuten. 
At  a  nmiter  of  fact,  we  aie  aliaoluiely  in  the  dark  at  lo  the  raUltua 
between  the  writer  and  his  audicDCc.  The  puior«1  tescmbln  i  Joha  i»  iu 
geneiai  outlook  and  ulafilaiion  to  v>mc  delinile  situation  or  circle  of  chaichn 
wboK  ovcxaghi  bcliinijed  to  the  vi)iter.  How  Judan  Imni  uf  the  pciil. 
whethei  by  obsernalioB  at  by  information,  why  he  wrote  inilcad  of  riuiinf 
the  chutchct  in  pcruin,  and  what  wi*  the  outcome  uf  hit  manifesto — oo  (be** 
topica  the  epUtle  itielf  and  the  tuhtcijucnt  tradition  of  the  church  yield 
no  iofoniution  whatsoever.  Poadblj  he  meant  hii  tiaci  lo  Lcr  a  urt  of  (iery 
cTOsa,  to  rouw  llie  cbiitchc«.  Iiutnd  of  iiliowing  in  reader*  )iow  to  cimiend 
lof  tlie  apottolic  faith  (v,*),  it  is  to  cngrotsed  with  the  Iniaden  that  liut 
until  the  very  close  is  any  iuiniction  giveD  as  lo  the  behariooi  of  true 
QwIltiaN  in  the  criil*.  To  be  forewarned  «u  cvidcnily,  in  J.**  vi«w,  to 
be  feMUflwd.  Were  any  tradition  ulant,  conncctinf;  Judas  with  aome  loM 
t(c*(i*e  ot  epistle,  it  would  be  tempting  to  read  v.'  ia  the  li^l  of  Til  I*.  I  Tl 
3'"'  aa  a  picM  of  literacy  fraiitmUamt  on  the  pari  of  iha  pMndonjwioo 
■uthot,  in  order  to  justify  the  object  and  siu  of  the  wrllinE.  and  Iti  lack  of 
podtire  religious  teaching.  The  otncurily  of  the  whole  titUiilioA  unfoetuDalely 
prevent*  UK  from  diicoveilng,  except  in  a  general  aenie,  what  thai  reli^oua 
teaching  covld  have  bectLt 


I 


*  PF.TERZ 

LiTXKAToaK.— (o)  Editions — Bendo  moM  edition*  of  i  Pelti  ud  Jadu 
{f.».).  the  following  special  commentariei:  C  I'llmann  I/Vf  smmIM  A^^A 
tritiuh  wnu^iucM.  iSii);  W.  O.  Uieiletn  (iSji}:  V.  SwinfM*  (1S63): 
Hums  (1873):  J.  F.  Demnrcst  (New  Votk,  1865):  U  /.  Hundhaoaen, 
Oai  tmeiU   PealifitahthrtiitH  Jtt  ApMt^ntm   Pitrm  (1878)  |  Lun^ 

*  On  the  slender  ground  th*t  tha  «vUa  dcM>uoced  by  J.  naeaible  thane 
•Hacked  by  Paul  in  Coiinth. 

t  "  Many  of  th«  phtnse*  packed  together  fn  Jnde't  epistle  nueht  each  )« 
the  head  of  a  diacoutH ;  n  that  I  could  ntily  believe  that  we  b»d  in  this 
cpiillc  head*  of  toplca  cntaT(;ed  on,  either  in  a  larger  documeM,  ot  by  tha 
apowlc  himseli  in  vitt  vmt  addresses"  (Satmoo,  hVT.  p.  477I. 

!  On  the  latest  book  in  the  ,NT  canon,  Kngtii-h  whcilarthip  '»  taaily  lint  | 
Oiaac't  article  and  Mayor's  edition  throw  atl  previous  work  lata  the  shade. 
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(V****^'  Ctmm.    iSSi):    Planmm  (Ellicott'*  C*mm.    iSSjtt  Weidncc'i 
AmtM/i«ni  (Ntw  Yotk,  1897) ;  R.  II.  Stiachui  lEGT.  1910). 

(1)  Stndiet— F.  A.  S.  NieUacbc'i  Kfiiltia  Pilri  fasUritr  uiii4iiala 
\y'fii\  I  J-  I'-  V\*Vk,  GtHuina  uc.  P.  Efilttta  erigt  it/rndilur  (Tubingen, 
1806);  P.  E.  Picot,  RtchmKtt  mr  la  Jmx  ffttrt di  Pirm  {0mm,  1^19); 
F.  It.  Kern,  A  umiUi  ntri  tfiittla  (TuUDgcn.  1S19) ;  C.  N.  de  CruCT, 
AmiUiU  in  tf.  P.  aJuram  (itijj) ;  A.  Dcl<tl«,  L'atHlifmliril/  di  la  itentdr 
tfttr*  A  Piirn  (SttaMbum  )S35l  i  J.  H.  Ua|[nii(,  Rxamm  dt  fautltm.  <it 
l^m.^JtS.  PiiTTt  (tSjS) ;  L.  Htj^mteich.  Bin  H'rrt  nrr  P'trikiiJigttitg. 
etc  (l8j7) ;  L.  Audemkrt,  Sbendt  /ftlrt  dt  Pitm  |Otnev«.  iSjS] :  A.  L. 
Oounuu,  /mtmi.  ciiltfut  J  /*  drus.  tpiirt  Je  Piirrt  (Sln«l>uf|[,  184S) !  F. 
Olticr,  Ett»i  ifinlrtJitrtim  tritifi»  ■)  /a  ur.  ly/x  rf^  .7.  Piim  (Toulouie, 
iSjl):  E.  C.  King,  Did  S.  POtrwrile  in  Ct.  t  Pioits*ti  omJ  iHliiiimi 
imtndtd  It  frtv  the  Ammaie  rrigin  ^  StttmJ  PUtr  (CambiidEc,  lS7t] ; 
GroKk,  *K»  Stftni  dtt  twtUm  Bntfii  Ptna  (t889>  i  F.  H,  Chaie  [DB. 
tiL  T96-S18)*;  Sebtokd  (,BL.  It.  soi-joC):  S«n<V.  /mifimlii-  (1893)1 
}«6r.,  3S1I:  McGiflot,  X,4.  &nt:  O.  Cone  (EBi.  36S1I.):  Moblt 
(//AT. •  596 (.,  J07  (.) :  AbUrtJ  (/Jw/.  1 1 16 f. ) ;  K.  Hcnkel.  Drr  rwtiu  Bri^ 
A)  AftiUtJuriUH  PUrui ii^m/l an/ itiiu  /•UkiiiiHiijat)' ;  A.  CameilfDcfc 
(CWtrAEnia  Bnipniti,  1907, 6-13,  'quxrilui  niruin  dcmonkinti  po«tit,  mc. 
«puL  S.  Petri  ■  prindpe  Aponoloruni  Tuusc  oontetiptam '  I  j  DillcnKKet 
{.WiatfU  Jt  U  FatalU  OritmlaU,  Berroul,  U.  173-II3,  1907,  *  r«uthenlidK 
deUdew.^  P.'). 

%  I,  CoMffHlt  anJ  rAamctmslia. — The  uluUtion  {i*^)  puses 
over  into  an  exhortation  (i*"")  to  attain,  by  means  of  a  pure  and 
diligent  life,  ihai  hriyrwait  of  the  divine  nature  which  i*  at  once 
the  privilege  and  goal  of  Christianity.  Such  a  reminder  (i^*^) 
cocnes  with  special  apmcss  from  one  whose  apostolic  relation  to 
Jeiui  guarantees  his  witness  to  the  historic  voice  of  God. 
Furthennoce,  Qiristians  (i'**')  have  OT  prophecy  to  be  their 
light  in  this  darkling  world  until  the  second  advent  of  Jcsu$. 
The  mention  of  ihc  OT  prophets,  however,  reminds  the  writer 
that  there  were  blsc  prophets  as  well,  knd  this  leads  him  (i>'-)  to 
deooonce  in  round  terms  the  false  teachers  of  his  own  day  as 
ricjoos,  greedy,  and  iruubordinate  characters  who  will  share  Che 
doom  of  tbcir  proiotypcs,  viz.  the  fallen  angels,  the  contempor- 
aries of  Noah,  and  the  men  of  Sodom  and  Gomorrha.  The 
prediction  of  the  doom  awaiting  these  apostates  is  follo^td  (i*"') 
by  a  pungent  description  of  ihcii  malpractices.  In  writing  thus, 
the  author  is  only  reminding  his  readers  Once  more  of  the  OT 
profdieoea  and  the  apostolic  injunctions  (3'**^  They  must 
remember  that  the  appearance  of  those  who  idly  scolf  at  the 
KCond  advent  is  one  mark  of  the  latter  days  (j*"^)!'  "bereas  the 
'  Tbe  aUaMii  io  j*  u  to  the  Jcvuh  uiditiMi  "olced  in  En  83*-*. 
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:  of  the  Lord's  day  i 


(f-).    This  great  hope  of  i 


coming  ol  the  Lord  s  aay  ii  sure 

world  impHeH  thai  Chriitians  mu.st  keep  themselves  pure  and 
sieadfast,  to  be  worthy  of  it  (3"').  With  an  appeal  to  Paul's 
sulhority  *  for  ihc  view  of  n  gracious  purpose  in  the  delay  of  the 
end  (3'^),  and  a  final  exhortation  to  growth  in  the  grace  and 
yraicrit  t  of  Christ,  the  pastoral  ends  in  a  brief  doxology  (3")- 

The  Hcllenitlic  colouring  of  ihe  iinct  )i  nolkcable.  Temu  lika  Ma 
ti'Ofut  (]')  ind  tf*(a  ^tnt  (1*)  w«ie,  indeed,  current  durins  the  6nt  €x»lttj, 
but  (hell  ipiilioilion  to  Jmuh  Christ  j>  tlrsng^,  ukI  Ihcir  point  b  mitaed 
the  wriiine  U  placed  in  Ihe  teeond  centary,  when  a  dilTuwd  Sli 
prednmrnani  throughout  the  empire,  whoie  ke^otes  were  ptirlidpalion 
divine  nuiure  And  ■ilidnce  (wpimorii,  cp,  1^')  in  the  Kale  of  ethical  rirtM 
(/rix«l>T><**>  KC  below),  and  when  a  type  »r  Tralfftt  wi*  popuUr  which  ms 
compatible  with  an  inadequate  conception  of  the  X'V"  'ri  Oiriu'i  perioa  and 
with  a  ilcreetive  motaUiy.  Brtidc  t)ia<  lie  Ule  Gt«ck  tcrma  like  trwtXu, 
liriStiyiia,  yryviifoaiiirir  la'*i,t  ^refi^'Visi  (  =  >»),  AlTwt.  ^f<pdif  (Bvomil), 
Ihe  uie  of  jciivc  tat  middle  in  3",  iplinten  of  Hellenistic  Greek  IQce  X^tfr 
\tfiili'  (foirphvi)  and  iivuTti.[w  (t*).9  (he  ilramalic  Iwckctound  of  twixo/rm- 
Sf^rrai  (l"),  the  Icchniol  teem  irirrrit  (l"  — iniliale),  DnEqiM  Mi^. 
phi1o«op1iical  brmaliani  like  aliinot  fiaaiXtia  (1")  and  (AiipiHlt  Mr»M 
(propcily  =  puie  rrawin,  I'laio't  Pi^tJ,  66  A),  gnndiloi^iicnt  periphrue*  like 
il  lir)vX»Tpir1,i  t6(a  ll^''l.  rytt  ef  an  adtttlinii  (1"),  and  J  Xi^M  rt^  atknm 
rmtpirnu  (3"  aithe  doom  of  wclli  and  misti  ))>  ll>e  awkward  abstncl  pkinli 
in  3**  etc-  etc  Slmlkily,  an  exanilnatlnn  of  the  linguSkiie  dais  ibowi  thai 
the  writer's  chantcleriitic  vocabulary  it  often  allied  to  (he  Greek  Tcntoiw  el 
the  or  or  of  (xtia-canonlcal  voliitnn  (f.^.  Imirrof,  3  Mae  6**  1  yvyp^r^t, 
Theod.  Pr  36".  Symn*.  Pi  36".  Ii  39** ;  itntiprtin*,  iiaiaiKHit,  Ttwod.  ta  j*  i 
Vtwridfrate  without  triwn^,  and  d/8iat,  dXe^v,  fi^a.  mXsDr  fiom  tttc  Book 
of  Wiadom].  ThMe  inilicationt  (A  prorenince  nerd  not  be  pmaed.  howerer. 
Thus  the  occailanal  retemblancct  to  iambic  ih}ihm  which  have  bMn  luucd 
(Bigg  refers  lo  a^  ^  ')  are  no  more  than  the  accidental  cadencei  thai  reeiu  la 
many  of  the  Imaginaiire  rcachct  of  pri>ie  litcniiirr,  from  Uvy  and  Tacilns  10 
Dickeru.  Even  ihe  nAp^itXo,  of  z"  need  not  be  lefeiicd  to  the  influence  of  todi 
writeta  ai  Eiekiel  of  Alexandria  j  Ihe  •eoaml  put,  at  any  rale,  edkoet  (p.  33} 
the  Inditionil  lepfoach  upon  Nadan  preaerved  In  the  Syiiac  and  AmenioB 
(exit  of  Ahlkai  <cp.  J.  Rendcl  Hairii  in  Tkt  Story  </  Akilfar,  p|i.  In  f.), 
"  My  ton,  ihou  halt  behaved  like  Ihe  Bwine  which  went  to  Ihe  bub  (1M«M> 
fi/r^  a  P.l  with  people  of  quality,  and  when  he  came  out  taw  a  MinkiH( 
drain  and  went  and  rolled  himtetf  in  it."    At  ihe  nme  lime,  there  U  SgnU- 

*  Echoing  perhap*  Polyk.  tii.  %  (rj  vviif  r»C  naxtptnu  nal  irtiin  IlaAWk 
U  >  ■  •  tff*'^  *n#ToXdi). 

t  Povibly  an  echo  of  (lie  liturcical  formula  uiod  by  Marcux  ih«  VskntlniM 
(Iren.  I.  13.  >). 

J  The  ceiuiive  with  this.  Ii1f«  iha  draeription  of  ih«  mbu  ia  a",  U  «w.f 
trace  of  the  Homerltinn  treijucn!  In  iconnd-ccnlary  rhclonc^ 

I  "There  can  be  Ultle  doiibi  that  the  vrritt*  of  a  P.  it  ben  nwltrofsj 
ifaetoiical  bubea"  (Cbaae.  80SI. 
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csnn  In  the  pt^n  «a<l  Philonic  *  concspllnn  of  inipintinn  ■■  ■  date  in  which 
nea  wen  amply  mouilipiecci  of  the  divine  ipiril  d",  m  ^r^rt^^t•l^ar  in  i") ; 
in  cluncll  hurtowingt  liUc  the  ircnnil  pr<Ti*eib  of  l^aod  mipiyn6t  (3'').  aod 
wpccUlly  in  ihe  cipluiutian  of  the  idn,  fumtlisi  10  Jewi  (cpb  Jowpli.  /fn/.  i. 
3.  3 :  "  Adam  s  prediction  ihit  the  woild  would  be  dcnrayed  one  day  l>y 
the  foicc  of  Afe,  ind  ■!  another  time  Itjr  the  force  of  ntFr"lt  >"><]  to 
GuiUiani  of  the  leoornd  eenlnry,  but  proniul|t*ted  <tprcially  by  coiilemporary 
Sloidim  |q>,  Zellci's  SImVs,  Epicurtams,  Wid  Setftiti,  Eng.  Ir.  ppi  ISS'-d 
that  the  nninertc  wu  (a  be  deslriiycd  by  lire  j  nu  leu  than  in  solcciinu  like 
fJX'MM.  which  the  author  utcs  aa  =  ifft>^.  intlead  of  *tultr  txfrttiitn  (a*), 
ra^^porla  |j"),  iAwbo  {j",  properly  =  a  cylinder),  /^vaifiiu-f  (j*),  the 
(tnitive  aJi«  pfaiirn  (ep.  Blau,  Cramm.  \  36.  9I,  the  ute  of  antiitv  (j"), 
the  preMM  for  the  futuit  in  3"  (r^nrrBi),  and  laivoivfai  [3'°-  '*|, 

Thb  HelknitiK  colouring  it  mollalcd  by  Alexandrian  inRuencei,  howevei, 
•ad  ii  anocMied  with  a  tirunf  picdllection  foi  the  midtathtc  irndenciea  of  Ihe 
lM«r  Jvdwnn  (kc  abin«,  p,  aj)  There  (cp.  Kuliich,  0i^f  S'/Wmi.  i.  14  f.), 
while  tonic  charaetm  lil(«  Lot  acquired  an  unwonted  hilo  of  mpect  (cp.  1* 
■/let  kxendt  in  IlereKhilh  Rabba),  othen,  tiiic  Kain,  Korah,  Ralaini,  and 
Jeietiel.  became  blncUened  with  the  growth  of  evil  auocialiotu.  Even  Philo 
iHita  BaJaam  tnio  a  juUKlIni;.  disloyal  im  potior ;  while  in  7arg.  /»».  on  Ex 
7**  be  is  (he  teacher  of  Jannei  and  Jaoihrcs  (3  Ti  j*),  ihcne  m*Mer«  of  witch' 
cnft  and  divination  who  rivalled  Moses  in  hii  feau  of  nia|[lc.  Thus  the 
kllMion  to  hU  oovctouKneM  in  J  ud  "  it  protvbly  10  be  teoomkd  by  a  refeieDce 
Id  t.*,  whete  (he  iriuiuil  dnautt  reflect  Ralaitm'i  Tarpmlc  nputatinn  at  an 
espooent  ol  corrupt  drtama.  Similarly  Noah  (a*)  btcame  in  Jewi«h  mdidon 
(Jn.  Attl.  I.  3.  I ;  Sib.  Ot  I.  ItS ;  Jnb  viJ.  3of.)  ■  preacher  of  riehltoiuncu 
in  hii  <on<ip(  >(«. 

There  i>  ■  itrange  parallel  (cp,  Frankr,  DtMiiit  Litlttalitntitm^,  ■90>> 
tTtof.i  and  nn  den  Vei|[h  van  Eyilni^'t  Indiickt  Binfliiiu  at^  Erwif. 
EmUunttn  sjf.)  between  j^  '"■  and  the  early  Baddhin  Nidinakathl  (cp- 
Rhj«  Davidt,  BtntitkSti  Birlh'Sii>n4i,  \.  j8} :  "  Kticndi,  one  hundred  (hounnd 
ytara  from  now  there  will  be  a  new  dlipenntlon  ;  ihit  tyitem  of  vorldt  will 
be  dcMraycd  i  even  the  mifihly  ocean  will  dry  up  i  thii  great  earth  will  be 
bur— J  op  and  deitroycd ;  and  the  whole  worlil,  up  to  Ihe  realma  of  the 
immalctial  an|;eU,  will  pau  away,  "nieiefote,  O  fiienda,  do  mercy,  live  in 
kindaeB,  and  lympathy,  and  peace." 


I  ).  Objitt. — It  is  as  difficult  u  in  the  case  of  Judas,  to  make 
out  the  physiognomy  of  the  crrorists  from  any  companson  of 
the  hocnily  with  the  traits  of  the  sccond-oentury  enorixti  pre- 
served for  us  in  IrcnEcus  and  his  fellow -apologists.  But  whether 
their  gnostimm  was  that  of  Carpoknitcs  {»o  Groiius,  Schenkcl, 
Mangold,  Volter,  HoUzmann,  etc.)  or   the  earlier  Nikolaiians 

*  Jo«ephu(  {Ant.  IT.  6.  5]  applici  it  to  Balaam. 

fOn  thitcuiioui  nga,  lec  fiounet  in  Z.Vif.  (1901)  4^-46,  The  final 
bornincof  iheiUr  tpmliof  ^Hxiia  I}"  cp-  Spitu,  a6sL)  ittnollMr  l«Uc«f 
Ulet  JtwUi  tradition  (cp.  En  (ff'  69"  etc.  j. 
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(K(snsc)),*  it!  traits  arc  too  distinciiTC  to  be  expUined  sintplT 
from  the  practical  libertinUm  or  the  incipient  Keptidsm  which 
Paul  or  even  Ihc  prophet  John  had  encountered  within  the  first 
cenlurr,  much  less  from  Sudducean  ChristiMis  (Bertholdt,  Bimi. 

The  Gnostics  objected  to  any  proof  from  the  Scriptures,  on 
the  ground  that  tnilh  wait  delivered  vitia  twt,  not  b/  means  of 
written  documents.  This  a.t  first  sight  appears  to  lurmonisc  with 
(he  catholic  position,  that  tradition  is  the  supreme  standard; 
but  the  GnOKtics  rejected  the  catholic  apoxiolic  tradition,  prefer- 
ring their  own  construction,  as  Irena;us  bitterly  complains  (iiL 
af.),  and  claiming  to  be  wiser  "not  onljr  than  the  presbyters,  but 
even  than  the  apostles."  This  claim  in  turn  led  litem  to  twist 
the  scriptures  into  consonance  with  their  own  vicw^  (waparpinovm 

Ta«   ipfitivtiai  lai  ^^lovpyoZvrtt  tAs   Itvy^/Vtif,    Ijtn.  \.  J.  6\  Uld 

both  features  of  their  tcadiing  are  antagonised  by  the  author  of 
a  Peter.  The  false  ytwd  promulgated  successfully  (i"')  in  several 
circles  of  contemporary  Christianity  by  these  teachers  (a')  appears 
to  have  developed  much  the  same  results  In  conduct  as  those 
denounced  by  Judas — so  much  so  that  all  the  author  thinks  be 
requires  to  do  is  to  reproduce  the  incisive  eiposure  of  their  greed, 
sensuality,  and  arrogance,  given  in  the  earlier  letter.  The  cokiurs 
arc  heightened,  the  terms  become  more  extravagant  and  excited, 
but  the  errorists  here  represent  a  full-blown  development  of  the 
tendencies  opposed  by  Judas  in  his  pamphlet.  The  special 
burden  of  this  homily  is,  however,  the  rehabilitation  of  belief 
in  the  second  advent  (i>i- i*.  i»  jW-),  as  against  the  sooffeis 
{iinnuKrmi).  To  controvert  these  teachers  the  writer  brings 
forward  four  pleas:  (i.)  the  primitive  apostolic  vritness  of  the 
second  adrent  (O"-),  (ii.)  the  messianic  prophecies  of  the  (>'") 
OT  which  that  witness  coiroborates,  (iii.)  an  explaiution  of  the 
delay  (b''^  on  a  current  Jewish  piece  of  exegesis)^  as  really  due 
(3"-)  10  the  long-sufTering  and  consideration  of  God,t  and  (iv.)  an 
assertion  that   belief  and  disbelief  in  the  second  advent  were 


I 


•  "There  may  luivc  btca  shidn  of  <lincr«nn  bftweta  (hcas; 
pnbapi,  tiad  a  phil(Hoph]r,  Uld  Mme  had  noi ;  but  in  the  eyo  of  (be 
Cliriilttn  prrachcr,  jud^ng  ihe  party  u  a  whole  by  its  praclicd  rvmlU^ 
they  would  well  Kcni  (o  wear  ihe  »un«  lircty"  (BIb-  '^^-  P'  'i9)- 

t  To  inret  from  ihu  abicnce  of  any  alluiion  to  diilium  ikM  the  tfiule 
mnit  be  vrry  (lid,  it  douhly  crroneoiu:  for  <t.)<tiitiuiii  wm  not  univctMl  in 
the  tccond  nntuty,  (II. )  nor  wu  the  quoUliaa  Itota  Ps  90*  kt  Haillnf -polM, 
Bi  Apoc  m"'  ii  enough  10  thow. 
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bound  up  with  pure  vid  vicious  lines  of  conduct  respectively 
(]■■  >"■).  IncidenteUy,  he  userts  towards  the  close  the  complete 
harmony  of  Paul's  teaching  on  this  point  with  his  own,  with  a 
view  to  (Uscredit  the  appeal  oixde  by  the  errorists  to  certain 
sayings  of  the  great  apostle. 

The  «itoriiti  who  ate  thiu  denounced  In  a  V.  bdonE«d  prohahly  lo 
dfcles  where  ipiriiualiitie  Hevi  of  the  univenc  utere  promulgaled,*  u  ■/  it 
vere  iouDUttblc ;  liuc  while  Philo  defend*  this  tine  or  iptcuUtion  a^^iintt  the 
Stoic  theoiy  of  a  finot  oonflaipation  (itt  i»€trruft.  munii,  tSf.l,  oui  auihor 
■*c*  (be  luicf,  which  >u  populot  among  ordinair  Oirittiani  of  the  lime 
(cp.  OripD,  adv.  C4lt.  iv.  ii.  79),  10  rclntl  the  liirmcr.  If  one  could  be  tore 
thai  theli  tofkiiliial  Ktytht  |l")  lepteiciitcd  an  allegorUIn);  inletprelalion  uf 
the  life  of  Jesui,  it  might  be  pouible  to  ice  in  ihcm  an  MoggeiUed  apteiuon 
o(  the  iinrilualiting  morcnient  which,  as  the  Fouilh  gaa|>el  indicaln.  had 
•Jfcady  bcKuii  In  Aaa  Minor  [o  iMolve  dilTicultlei  In  (he  literal  Mairment 
of  inch  ide«i  u  thai  of  the  lecond  odvenL  In  denouncing  thctn,  the  wtiler. 
Eke  the  auihni  of  the  I'nuline  putorals  (i  Ti  ]>'*),  panes  froni  the  future  to 
ibc  pRNDI ;  in  the  heal  of  hii  denunciation  he  forj^u  that  lie  has  begun  tijr 
pattiDg  hu  couniel*  into  the  form  of  a  prediction,  couched  i([ainit  appre- 
tnffnf~ '  of  a  daoi^ei  in  Ihe  days  10  cuthc  (cp.  Henkel,  ep.  <ii.  37  f.),  and 
yulll  of  thr  crroiitu  naluially  as  they  lived  and  moved  before  his  eye*. 

§  5.  Pfiiad  and  ori^tn. — Even  apart  from  the  use  of  a  pas- 
toral (Judas)  which  vras  not  composed  till  long  afltiT  Fctcr  had 
died,  the  late  origin  of  the  epistle,  involving  iia  pseudonymous 
character,  would  be  revealed  by  the  character  of  (n)  its  allusion 
to  Paul's  epistles  (3>^  where  at  ypa^iai  cannot  be  non-technical). 
These  are  apparently  viewed  as  the  subject  of  varied  interpreta- 
doos  and  even  of  serious  misunderstandings.  Furthermore,  they 
■re  ranked  on  a  level  with  tAt  other  smfturet,  i.e.  the  OT 
primarily ;  and  evidently  a  collection  of  them  is  presupposed 
(cp.  Gutjahr,  pp.  49  f.),  for  the  reference  of  3'^  can  hardly  be 
confined  to  Romans  (i*  9",  so  Oroiiua,  Huther,  and  Dictldn)  t 
ot  Ephesians  (with  its  conception  of  cro^to,  so  Hofmann, 
Beber,  von  Soden),  or  I'hessalonions  (Alford),  or  Galatians 
(Aagusti)^  much  less  Hebrews  (Cramer,  Bengel,  Home,  Forster, 
W>wr'.  AHlkoHiy  of  Htbnws,  pp.  fiaj  f.  etc.),  or  some  Pauline 
letter  no  longer  exUnt  (so, /^f..  Pott,  Kiihl,  Spitta,  Zahn,  Digg). 
This  allusion  (cp.  SfHtta,   iStif.)  to  a  collection  of  Pauline 

*  Cp>  Inoxut,  liAt.  katr.  v.  19.  a  :  tulKtuniiam  [mundi]  a  MntcUpM 
(Irntlt  M  cue  t\  te  nalaai  .  .  .  alii  sduenluin  Domini  contemnunt, 
incuMtiasm  <*■■  non  tec>|rienie>. 

t  This  b  Btcd  bjr  itioie  who,  like  Major  recently,  ugne  for  the  Roman 
dcviaWloa  of  the  wtiiinE. 


3«4 


HOMILIES  AND  PASTORALS 


qiintle*  is  thcivfore  an  anachronism  which  Tonni  an  indubit- 
able water-mark  or  (he  second  century,  and  which  U  corro 
boratcd  by  the  allusioin  to  your  apoitln  in  3*,  where  the 
context,  with  its  collocation  of  prophets  and  apostles,  reAects 
the  second -century  division  of  scripture  into  these  two  clasce^ 
The  general  period  is  further  indicated  by  (i)  the  dependence  of 
the  homily  upon  1  Peter,  Early  in  the  church  (he  dilTcrcnccs 
of  style  between  i  Pcicr  and  1  Peter  led  many  to  suspect  that 
the  former  was  not  written  by  (he  author  of  the  btter.  "  Simon 
Petrus  .  .  .  scripsit  duas  episiolas,  ijuie  catholics  nominantut; 
quarum  secunda  a  plcristjuc  eius  negacur  propter  stili  cum  (viore 
dissonanliam"  (Jerome,  uir.  Hlusf.  t).  The  differences  of  style 
and  diction  are  exactly  those  which  denote  an  individual  writer, 
who  is  composing  his  work  with  i  Peter,  if  not  with  the  Petrine 
speeches  in  Acts,  before  his  mind  (cp.  Simcox,  IVritfrt  of  NT, 
^3-691  with  the  older  works  of  Olshauten  and  MayerhoA', 
Einleilung  in  dU  ptirinisthtn  StkrifUn,  158-170).  i  Peter  it 
more  periodic  and  ambitious  *  than  i  Peter,  but  its  linguistic 
and  stylistic  efforts  only  reveal  by  their  cumbrous  obscurity 
a  decided  inferiority  of  conception,  which  marks  it  off  fixxn 
1  Peter.  Thus — to  mention  only  one  or  two  characteristics  in 
the  vocabulary— iwixopiy<i^  is  used,  not  as  x^p'ry*'*'  in  i  P  4" 
(and  Paul)  in  a  religious  application,  but  in  its  ethical  sense 
current  among  philosophic  raoratiiits  (i*);  the  groups  of  wordx 
compounded  with  iynflot  and  muoi,  which  recur  in  1  Peter,  are 
entirely  absent  from  the  later  writing ;  the  predilection  for 
compounds  with  <nV  disappears  in  i  Peter,  while  in  the  latter 
iroimp  replaces  pciprvt,  Tyio/ioi  displaces  Xny({o>tai,  the  gospel 
becomes  an  Ji^oAij,  and  the  exjwctation  of  the  near  end  (1  P  4^ 
is  prolonged  indefmitely  (a  P  3*'  *),  1  Peter  never  uses  word) 
like  (inmK  or  ocrot,  tvoi^na  or  (uin^ift,  Kpurtc  OT  fuofot,  twapyw 
or  i-wo/ion},  whereas,  on  the  contrary,  i  Peter  uses  S«  rat  but 
never  >iiV  .  .  .  SJ,  or  dAA^Xwf,  JntSioi,  JXin't,  ttft-or,  ■Ai;pa»ofua, 
{iiioi  itivia,  the  sing,  of  l>k\y(t%,  ^ffot,  and  the  ideas  of  joy  and 
sojourning;  unlike  ■  Peter,  the  writer  also  is  fond  of  using 
vwrfp  (and  that  of  Christ),  iMtx^tvya,  hnyvtMnt,  Hot.  and 
wofiovvia  (for  diraKoAv^if),  though  the  end  b  not  the  appearance 

*  *'  Neither  uy\t  not  mUiei  on  be  cdled  omple.  It  h  not  kltofclher 
without  eloquence,  but  ihe  eloquence  it  claborUQ  ukI  oAm  Mti6ei»I,  ■*  la 
ihc  octave  of  nitum(i").  In  tnAtiy  pMMgt*  tbc  thought  ■(  loo  while  to  be 
east;  followed"  (Major,  eiiji). 
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■of  Chibt  but  the  day  of  terrible  judgment.  Even  &ller  all 
allotrance  is  made  for  diflcrcnce  of  subject,  r^.,  such  con- 
uderttions  fftil  to  account  fur  the  discrepancies  o(  thought  and 
txprtuitm,  excejit  upon  the  hypothesis  of  a  dual  authonhif). 
"  No  change  of  circumstances  can  account  foT  the   change  of 

§tonc  of  which  we  are  conscious  on  pauing  from  the  one  epistle 
to  Ibe  other"  (Mayor,  p.  \xxx). 
Thii  difTcrcncc  of  tone  and  style  involves  the  pseudonymous 
chancter  of  i    Peter.      The  writer  is  at   pains   to   invot    his 
lirriting  with  verisimilitude.     Syoicon  Peter  is  made  to  refer  to 
\b'is  own  mission   and  death,  foretold   by  Jesus  (t'**-),  to  (i*^, 
above,  pp.  15,  191  f.)  the  Petrine   tradition   under  Mark's 
■(OSpel,  to  the  tmnsfiguration  of  which  he  was  a  witness  (i'^')i 
|and  to  the  First  epistle  (j'),  evidently  widely  circulated  bylhb 
icoe: 


Tba  fCMni  uicmpl  of  Spina  and  Zahn  la  cipUlo  3* «  referring  to  1 
Ion  cpulle  and  cot  to  i  Peter,  is  bued  an  tlie  crruocoiu  idea  that  3  Vetitt  » 
•AbMMd  l«  JswUh  ChrUiUiu  (and  ihrcrl'i.irc  ihni  tlir  amliencc  of  1  P  j' 
OkM  dm  be  ihat  of  I  Pelei),  and  on  Ihc  aacition  ihal  3'  it  no<  an  atxuiitte 
docriplion  ot  I  Peter.  Bui  ihe  laltei  contain)  leaching  on  the  prophetic 
wilDcaa  to  Chi\»K  and  on  the  xccund  cuinlni;,  lic«ide»  at  leatt  anc  ($')  alluuun 
to  Ibe  apoMolic  witneu.  Othu  feaioru  cotrolxnsie  Ihe  late  dale.  Thui.  Ihe 
^_  jDOUit  of  miuliKuntiaii  h  tcfcrtcd  lo  aa  lAt  My  teuHt  (■"}  quite  in  the 
^■anb-apMlolic  luhlon  uf  inveitlng  ucred  Kcnet  with  a  halo  (A  piuiit  uaocia- 
^Ftfoea.  jcMu  u  oplicilly  called  fc  Ji  ( 1',  cp,  ]"),  ai  in  the  lal«  tlrau  of  the 
imily  Chriitian  litetalurc  (Jn  l'  in*,  cp.  I|^.  pief.  ad  £/4.).  Chiitlianity  u 
viewed  aajAr(A(/r,  3°)  umntaiJmtHl  (3*)  iramniitied  thiouifh  Ihe  apcdlct 
Jo  (be  cKnfchei.  TAt  falhtn,  \do,  have  died  (}*),  i.t.  Ihe  founden  of  the 
lunh,  the  Gnt  geneialion,  have  panicd  awajr.*  la  than,  even  more 
definitely  than  in  Judaa,  we  ai«  in  ihe  atmupherc  whlcb  rcapp«an  doi 
long  afterward!  in  Tenullian'i  funiliu  tentenM  (lO  firsser.  kirti.  vL): 
ipouolot  domini  habemui  auciorn,  qui  nee  ipii  quioquam  ei  luo  atbiirio 
quod  indncerent  clefEeiunl,  ted  acceptam  a  Chruio  diKiplinain  lidclllrr 
nalkiniliut  auicnauetunl.  One  outcome  of  this  feehng  ii  ihown  in  the  (act 
ikM  ihe  adhor,  findini*  an  allution  in  Jud  "'"  to  wlal  he  conceived  n 
wriiieii  apoUolic  pnnplieey  of  llccolioui  mockcn  in  the  hut  ila/*,  putt  iniu 
tba  lip*  of  Peier  {a  P  3')  words  which  tniehl  sene  as  a  b«us  tea   thai 

ll  ii  *o«B«ilnie*  aigutil  that  ihe  pteuclon)'iDOiii  writei  would  noi  have 
{irctt  hlMMlf  away  by  ihui  iDlrodiidng  an  annchtontsm.  But,  ai  his  tue  of 
■be  pceatnl  lenx  (1.  10,  1  %,  17,  iSj  altrady  showa,  he  had  lo  Introduce  some 
eonUMfotaty  alluuoni  in  order  lo  lend  point  la  hii  words ;  wheihei  he  was 
riiiftrini  of  the  ilip  or  nol,  cannot  t>e  (UtrnRined.  At  all  cvenli,  the 
^  _  fcfereBce  i>  a  walci-mark  of  the  date,  since  11  ii  nol  poisUe  10  roA  et 
Ijkrar^^la  ihia  connection  as  a  t«ro  for  the  OT  ainth 
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ptnphccy.*    SlmiUtly,  it  U  unuLho  method  of  tiddini;  vrmiitmNmtM  U' 
■fitmi;  when  the  lUlhor  olludci  Co  I'ctec'ii  pan  in  Ihe  tndiltaa  |im<iiiirt  tv 
Jn  ai"'-. 

The  author  thus  reveals  himself  «s  lite  composer 
pscudcpigtaphon  under  the  honoured  name  of  Peter  (see  above, 
pp.  40  {.).  What  authority  tie  had  for  wriiin;;  ilius  we  do  not 
know.  "  Capit  autcm  m  agist  rorum  uidcri  qutc  disctpuU 
promulgarint,"  says  Tcrtullian  {aJv.  Mnn,  iv.  5);  and  if  the 
writer  fett  himself  a  true  disciple  of  the  apostles  he  probably 
cho»e  this  literary  artifice,  with  its  self-effacing  spirit,  for  the 
purpose  of  conve>'ing  a  message  which  he  believed  to  be  timety 
and  inspired.  The  prestige  of  Peter,  owing  to  the  circulation  oif 
the  first  epistle  and  the  tradition  of  the  churches,  would  naturally 
suggest  the  use  of  his  name  for  this  encyclical  _ 

The  hypDlhesii  ihnt  the  phenomena  of  (lylc  and  cxpttvloli  ma^  b*^| 
Kcountcd  Ibi  by  m  diff«enc«  of  ainanueniii,  is  u  old  ai  Jerome  (r/.  Hidit. 
lao,  Qu^ii,  iL,  ■  duK  cpiuoltt  quit  fcruoinr  Petri  dilo  inter  >e  et  ehantcten 
ditciepani  tlnietunque  nei liomm.  Ei  quo  lntelli|[jinut  pro  rwccMliaie  reruni 
diuenii  cum  luum  inirqitciibui'):  after  being  r«vit«d  by  CoJvin,  who 
thooghl  a  (ollowct  of  Hetct  iiiiKht  have  wiitlen  at  hit  connnand,  il  haa  born 
more  reeeiilly  defended  by  Furu,  Cook,  \V.  II.  Simcox,  and  Sclwya  {Si. 
ZuJtf  rA(  PrvfAtt,  1 57  f.  I  Luke  ai  imiuiueniis).  But  there  is  no  allunon  to 
an  amanurniib  in  ibc  eiiiulc,  atiit  the  Iheary  'bal  I  P«lci  and  t  Peter  vera 
dictated  to  dllTctenl  lecreUuics  ii  a  mere  nuikeihiri.  The  linRUUtk  data  ol 
the  efiute  do  not  bnr  out  the  view  that  Aramaic  oral  Itachin);  hoa  been 
tntitluteit  into  Omk,  a.m\  the  idm  of  ihc  two  Pecrltw  Icltert  arc  too  diflmM 
to  pennll  a  common  luiharihlp  (or  both  epiilles.  The  idioayncmies  of  lite 
wiito-  of  a  Peter  are  not  lew  sirikini;  than  hl«  dependence  upon  MriiCT 
Kuthon ;  li  I*  hardly  if>  mueli  to  lay  thai  not  another  senteocc  In  Ibc  extut 
eaily  Chriilian  lilerature  can  be  ihown  to  have  come  from  hii  pto.  I  PBIer 
haa  tu  own  <h«nn  and  beauty,  but  of  the  paifni  ol  i  Peter  wc  aiiffit  ahaoK 
my,  u  Quiniillan  uid  0/  the  renes  of  Ennius,  thai  they  are  more  imptCMlve 
thwi  beautiful  (nm  lanlam  tiai<nl  iftjum  fttamlaiit  rv/f/ii-om)— vrilh  tUi 
liwiiiiiiliiii.  that  thcit  Inipiculveneu  k  due  not  (o  ihe  wcichiiy  Cbriula* 
imtha  they  coniey  (ol  the  incmnuition,  the  mllennp  of  Jetui,  the  icmt- 
icciion,  the  Spirit  in  (he  ChriMian,  and  pra)«T,  they  contain  no<  a  tloclt 
lyllabtel  but  to  (he  mcnl  vieouE  and  earnest  feeling  of  the  wiiier*!  praial 
•gainit  (he  laa  (endendn  of  contemporary  gnotiiciiing  innontloea. 

Bcude*  the  nu  of  Judu  (pp.  34S  f.),  I  Peter,  and  Joicphui  (pp.  i&^l,  the 
oassionol  and  remarkable  coiocidences  belaecn  a  !'•  and  the  Afti»lfftt' 
g  rmir  (cp.  Chaae,  DS.  iii.  St4-«l6 ;  Splits,  cf.  rii.  $$4)  ha*c  bMn  bald  W 

*  Tliia  la  inherently  more  probable  thtui  Koht's  idea  ihu  Jod  "'■■  b  ■ 
quotatJon  fiom  i  P  j*.  The  audior  of  1  Pcl<(  drawi  on  Juda*.  a*  EaKtiiat 
ID  the  ninth  chapter  of  hii  Pmfaralia  EiangiUf  (hk.  ix.)  Ufti  material, 
wllhoul  acknowlcdt^cnt,  from  Joseph.  Afien,  i.  as. 
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invuhv  ■  ILienry  reLuioothip.  Tliose  WUn  led  thai  [a]  llie  origin  of  lh«  two 
viibin  Hit  Bine  ichool  of  itligioux  thciughi  it  inid«|uiiic  Id  txpliin  Ihc  data 
•UhfteutUy,  argur  fiit  {*)  a  nu  i>(  llie  iipixalyinc  in  a  P.  l*o,  (X> 
HiMKk,  ^CL.  il.  t.  47or.,aiid  Wcincl  in  //.VM.  1.  in  f.  ii.  iSsf.  :  (Oa 
'  Me  of  3  P.  in  ihe  apocatypie  (so,  t.^..  Bigg:  Zalin's  GA'.  a.  Siof.  i  Belscr, 
/jV?".  870^71 ;  Majror,  cxax~cualv},  or  even  (lO  ihcpoiutiilii)'  of  a  crimRion 
Bulhionhip  foibotb  Incf,  t.g.,  hdJtallngljr  Kulil  and  Sanday'i  Imfim/itti,  347). 
The  pofNilaiilf  of  the  Peirine  apocslyptc  in  manj-  chuichei  (tuiing  (he 
MOOttd  entuiy,  tocethn  wlih  (he  (act  that  il  it  altnlcd  nttiet  ihan  1  P., 
May  be  held  10  fiivour  {i),  cipedally  ai  the  oecuitcnce  and  tcijuencc  of  the 
phntei  ia  quation*  a/e  more  natunl  in  the  apocalypse  ihui  in  the  cpitlle ; 
but  •  (lecuion  on  the  n-Iatlonthip  of  the  two  It  haiiil[cip|}Cil  hjr  (i.)  out 
igDomnce  of  (be  eondltlotu  in  which  the  Pctrine  Ilteniuie  of  (he  iccond 
KKVtauy  originaied,  (ii.)  the  ponibiliiy  Ihal  both  t  drew  on  common  aoorces  of 
k  qmcretlitlc  nature,  an<)  (iii.)  the  fragmentary  stale  nf  the  citani  apocatyptc 
Th«  allernalhe  iiei  ijclirecn  (d)  ami  (4) ;  in  the  preKiit  itaic  of  oui  know- 
ItdCi  tbe  probabilitica  upon  the  whole  incline  (o  (f|.  Il  ii  niorc  likely,  at 
■ny  me,  that  the  ciiMenco  of  the  apocalyae  waa  one  of  the  motlvea  which 
iM(ired  the  compouiion  of  S  P.  |tn  iU  apocalyptic  oallook)  ihac  Uiat 
t  P  a-}  M  to  tbe  fabrication  of  ihe  apucalypw.  The  origin  of  the  Petrina 
canoalgoipel,  acta,  and  cpiatlea)  duiing  the  firil  Iwo  ccniurict  It  one  of  the 
■HMl  eni^malJc  problFini  in  Ihe  eeily  Ctutilian  literature  ;  but,  while  I  P> 
vaa  certainly  ihc  nt1ic«l  and  the  Acta  ai«  c«ttatnly  the  latctt  of  (he  graup, 
3  P.  b  linked  aomehow  lo  Ibe  itiipiritia  and  Ihc  (tVMdXiVtt  not  later  than 
■he  Biiddk  of  the  Kcond  century. 

[  The  detenDination  of  tbe  epUtlc'a  relation  to  the  Pctrine 
apocalyptc  is  praaically  the  only  clue  (o  the  period  of  its  com- 
po>siiion  in  the  second  c«ntury.  Most  critics  suggest  f.  A.D.  150 
{t^.  Hilgcnfcld,  Block,  Mangold,  Rcnan,  S.  Doividson:  IL  513  f., 
Holtzmiuin,  von  Sodcn,  Chaie,  Jacoby  in  NT  Ethik,  459  f.,  and 
Bruckner),  though  some  go  earlier  (before  A.D.  130,  Ramsay, 
Simcox,  Strachan)  and  others  later  {e.g.  Semler  [in  Pnrapkratis  ■. 
'  Blteram  ttero  epiatolam  scculo  demum  secundo  tribuere  audeo 
et  (luidem  fete  labenli'],  Keim,  Sabaticr,  Pflcidcrer,  Sdienkd, 
Scfawtsler,  van  Manen,  and  Hamack).  The  urmimis  ai  qtitm 
is  furnished  by  the  bet  of  the  epistle  being  known  to  Origen  (Bus, 
U.  E.  V).  35),  and  possibly  to  Clement  of  Alexandria.  This 
rendere  it  imposxibte  to  descend  later  than<:.  a.d.  170.     How 

"  The  two  wrilinp  would  be  brought  cluaer  logetha,  if  1  P  i"* 
(s  Apoe.  P«t.  I  a)  were  taken,  aaby  Hiifniann,  to  denote  a  poil-nautrectlon 
apfieannce  of  Jcnu  lo  the  Iwetve  ;  but  this  interpretation  ia  improbable 
(cp.Sfdna,89r). 

tTb»  pkralUl  between  (he  apocalypM(i)and  a  P  a''-  la  hardly  eloMt 
■tan  ihot  between  Juiiin'i  Dial.  Imii.  For  tbe  Jewish  trail*  of  the 
•pocafrpw.  aec  M.  Ganer  in  Jttmtai  tf  Ktpil  jtiiatA  Stciiijr,  1891,  571  f., 
■nd  A.  Hannonitin  la  ZA/tK  (1909)  197 -30a 
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much  earlier  one  can  mount,  depends  upon  the  view  taken  of  Ut 
relations  to  the  apocalypse  of  I'eter  and  Juslin  Martyr  (sec 
below).  ^Vhcn  ilie  episile  is  considered  to  have  been  written  bj 
Peter,  the  fermiHvt  ad  gutm  of  its  composition  is  naturally  the 
tatter's  death,  U.  within  the  seventh  decade  of  the  first  oentury. 
But  the  historical  reconstructions  involved  in  such  theories  are 
more  or  less  hypothetical.  The  Pctrine  authorship  still  finds 
one  or  two  defenders  {t^.  Henkel,  Cameilynck,  and  Dillenseget, 
in  the  Roman  church);  R.  A.  Falconer  (Exp.  190a,  June,  July. 
August)  regards  it  as  a  genuine  circular  epistle  addressed  by  Petct 
to  the  churches  of  Samaria,  while  others  conjecture  that  it  wat 
prompted  by  the  disorder  at  Corinth  and  written,  previotts  to 
t  P^  either  from  Antioch  to  the  Jewish  Christians  of  Palestine 
before  the  seventh  decade  (Zahn)  of  tlie  first  century,  or  t« 
Asiatic  churches  troubled  by  stragglers  from  the  main  body  ol 
the  Corinthian  erroriiiit  (Bigg)-  But,  a[)aii  from  the  ii»uperabie 
internal  difficulties  and  the  absence  of  all  primitive  tndition, 
even  the  ingenious  attempt  of  Zahn  and  Spitta  to  regard  it  as 
more  Pclrine  than  ■  P.  is  shipwrcclced  on  the  linguistic  data, 
and  the  defence  of  B.  Weiss  fails  with  hb  impossible  date  (at 
I  P.  In  short,  {a)  it  is  incredible  that  a  manifesto  issued  by 
Peter  during  the  seventh  decade  of  the  first  century  should 
only  appear  in  tradition  at  a  very  late  period,  and  even  then  be 
received  with  considerable  susi>icion ;  and  (^)  it  is  «ror«e  than 
paradoxical  to  sacrifice  the  priority  and  even  the  authenticity  ol 
I  P.  in  order  to  avoid  the  conclusion  that  a  pscudcpigraphoo 
like  a  P.  could  be  admitted  into  the  canon. 

To  sum  up :  in  the  strictest  sense  of  the  term,  1  Peter  is  a 
catholic  epistle,  addressed  to  Christendom  in  general  (■*  3**); 
it  may  be  defined  as  a  homily  thrown  into  eitistolary  guise,  or  a 
pastoral  letter  of  warning  and  appeal.  Unhke  t  P.  (i***),  it  is 
directed  to  no  church  or  group  of  churches ;  the  references  in 
i>ir-  and  3*^  belong  to  the  literary  drapery  of  the  writing,  artd 
there  is  an  entire  absence  of  any  personal  relation  between  the 
wntcr  and  the  church  or  churches.  No  evidence  points  to 
Gentile  inucb  leu  to  Jewish  Christians  as  the  audience  specially 
in  the  writer's  mind.  The  problem  of  the  Jewish  Law  docs  not 
exist  for  him  and  his  readers. 

The  origin  of  the  pastoral  has  been  t»ually  given  as  Ggyptiaa 
(Mayerhoff,  of.  at.  pp.  193 f.;  Harnack,  Chase);  but  the 
Afixafypst  ef  Peltr  was  circulated  Ear  beyond  £gyp*i  even  if  it 
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■a*  written  there ;  Philonic  traits  do  not  prove  tny  local  origin 
for  an  eaily  Chnstian  writing ;  and  die  evidence  \a  too  insecure 
to  point  decisively  to  Egypt  rather  than  to  Syro- Palestine  or  even 
Asia  Minor  (cp.  Dci.siimaiin's  Biile  Studits,  360 1,  Tor  parallels 
from  an  early  decree  of  Straionicea).  Indications  of  its  date 
and  toil  arc  not  to  be  expected  in  the  case  of  this  or  of  any 
pseudepigraphon.  "The  real  author  of  any  such  work  had  to 
keep  himself  altogether  out  of  sight,  and  its  cnlr>-  upon  circula- 
tion bad  to  be  surrounded  with  n  certain  mystery,  in  order  that 
the  strangeness  of  its  appe^u^incc  at  a  more  or  less  considerable 
interval  af^er  the  putative  author's  death  might  be  concealed " 
i  (Stanton, /rS.  ii.  19). 

S  4.  Integrity. — Some  critics  who  fc«l  the  sub-apos(oUc 
atmosphere,  but  who  arc  reluctant  to  admit  that  the  epistle  is 
pseudonymous,  have  aitempced  to  clear  up  the  literary  problems 
by  recourse  to  the  hypotheses  of  (17)  interpolation,  and  (i)  trans- 
position. The  moil  plausible  sutcment  of  the  former  (a)  is 
Kuhl's  theory  that  j*-3*  is  an  interpolation  from  the  epistle  of 
Judas,  dovetailed  into  a  Peter.  On  this  view,  the  original  fonn 
of  tbe  letter  b  to  be  found  in  t'**^  3*-'*,  the  allusion  to  prophecy 
,  in  1**^  being  immediately  followed*  by  the  exhortation  (3"-) 
'  to  remember  the  words  of  the  prophets.  But  (i.)  the  debt  to 
Judas  is  not  confined  to  >'-3*.  Echoes  of  the  earlier  writing 
are  audible  in  1''*',  so  that  the  conrwclion  between  Jud.  and 
3  P  s'-j*  is  not  of  itself  sufficient  to  justify  the  excision 
(Bertholdt,  EinL  315;  f. ;  Kuhl,  and  Wciffenbach  in  TLZ.,  li^i, 
364  f.)  o(  the  latter  pa»age  t  ns  a  later  inteqjolation,  much  less  of 
i'*-3*  ((^s>  J5^  Afiml.  ZeMgniit  vcn  Chritii  Person,  ii.  »,  pp. 
414CX  "'  evwi  of  jU^Hw)  (Battlct,  AA.  pp.  5iS-5at);  such 
utempls  are  usually  dictated  by  a  desire  to  conserve  the  rest  of 
the  epistle  as  an  original  Petrinc  writing,  the  canonical  epistle 
being  a  later  edition  ol  the  original  brought  up  to  date  by  the 
incorporation  of  the  bulk  of  the  epistle  of  Judas,  (ii.)  There 
are  no  differences  of  style  in  a'-3'  and  in  the  rest  of  the  epistle 
rafKcKDlly  decisive  to  warrant  their  separation  on  the  score  of 

*Tbc  aalidpalocT  rderancct  In  l**-  to  (h«  tnarifti  Bientioned  In  tho 
lUcf  MCticm  of  th«  cpUlle  an  connected  sitb  j'"- . 

tUUmaon's  ngfctlion,  ihat  eh.  i  is  the  fn([Tnml  of  ■  loM  <nj;iii>t 
cpiMle  of  PttH ,  i>  not  nion  conrinclnc  ih>n  ljitip'%  deletion  or  i"-;*  ( Au 
*f«*t.  ZtUittitT,  1.  pp.  151  r.)  01  Buosen't  theory  iluit  ('"ti"  (epta«nu  tbe 
oripoal  wiiting  {Ipaaiimt  m.  itimt  Ztii,  pp.  iTS'>)> 
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inlcnul  evidence;  cp,  the  use  of  ^itwAmii  (a'-'  j'-'*).  tTjpnc 
(l*-*-  "  5^,  «VroX.f  (l"  3>),  ^ftipa  .piiMW!  (a»  y^  f^tuK  {i>-»  »'*■ 
92  3»' "-»'),  and  the  occurrence  of  «»-iywi>on  (i'  a*),  etc.  The 
modcera  of  3*'-  are  not  different  from  the  libcitincs  of  a"-,  (iu.) 
This  argument  is  corroborated  by  the  (act  that  in  chs.  i-i 
alilio  there  arc  uniform  traces  of  Apoc.  Pel.,  which  militates 
again«t  the  theory  of  two  tqiatace  Authon,  though  not  stgatnit 
the  cognate  view  of  GrolJus,"  who  held  tliat  i-a  aitd  3  were 
diflcrcnt  epistles  (3*  alluding  to  i-a)  by  Symcon,  the  Jewish 
Christian  successor  o(Jitnes  in  the  bishopric  of  Jerusalem  (nir/>« 
and  o  dirooToXos  in  1'  being  interpolated,  as  well  as  i  iyarrfro% 
ij/tmr  SStXitHJi  in  ]",  by  those  '  qui  ipccubiliorem  el  ucndiUliorem 
uoluenmt  facere  banc  epistolam ').  Finally,  (iv.)  the  transition 
between  t*'*'"  and  1'  b  not  artificiaL  The  allusion  to  true 
piophecy  leads  ihe  writer  to  digress  into  n  viaming  against  the 
falie  prophets  of  bis  own  age,  and  to  fiiid  parallels  between  tbe 
propaganda  of  the  future  and  the  past. 

The  last-named  argument  tells  equally  Against  (t)  P. 
Laideuze's  ingenious  conjecture  (hat  3'"  has  been  displaced,  by 
■  scribe's  cfTOT,  from  its  original  position  after  i*'{RB.,  1905, 
545-553).  Such  a  rearrange meiU,  it  is  claimed,  smoothes  out 
the  roughness  of  connection  between  the  prophetic  future  of 
a'*"  and  the  present  of  2"*,  since  this  change  of  outlook  b 
mediated  by  3i'*-  ^ ;  it  also  acquits  the  author  of  tbe  awkward 
digression  of  ch.  2,  where  he  seems  lo  forget  the  question  of 
tbe  Advent  with  which  he  had  started,  for  on  thb  learrangement 
the  warnings  against  errors  on  the  advent  precede  the  negative 
section  (3"  i**"**),  which  warns  the  faithful  against  tbe  seductive 
arguments  of  the  errorists.  Ttie  material  basis  for  such  a 
hypotbc»i3  cannot  be  pronounced  quite  impossible,  although  it 
seems  loo  elaborate  to  suppose  thai  some  copyist  of  the  arche- 
type, who  was  interrupted  at  1**,  began  again  by  mistake  at  1*^ 
and  only  added  the  omitted  passage  at  the  close,  perhaps 
maricing  the  error  by  a  note  on  the  margin  which  has  disappeared. 
This  implies  Itiat  ihc  archetype  was  in  roll  form ;  but  even  were 
it  otherwise,  Ihe  transposition  of  a  leaf  would  be  a  posalbte 
accident ;  and  in  a  palimpsest  of  Ihe  eighth  or  ninth  century 
It  is  pointed  out  that  a'*^"  {75  tines)  is  almost  equal  in 
length  to  3*'"  (73  lines).     On  the  other  hand,  the  object  of  the 

*  So  Weber,  A  munun  ipiiletfum  sJ  C»ri»fhiri  rtttiia  tmUilitMiItt 
pp.  IJjf.,  byinn  undue  iltcH  on  Ihc  Icnw  of  vpi^  (]')■ 
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lilion  Is  unneceuary,  at  the  interchange  <A  futures 
Hid  presents  is  explicable  oilicrwisc ;  the  collocation  of  3'* 
and   2**'  is  unduly  boreh  i   and   3"  (u/uii  oSf)  falla  abruptly 
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1 5.  Stuiitg aadiitUry  in  wrljr  (Airtt.—tlo  cleu  tnce  of  the  c^iik'i 
cxntence  can  be  buod  till  compantivdji  tale  in  tlic  Mcond  centuiy.  The 
■UiuioB^loNoah'tpiouliincorrtpenlmncc  in  Clem.  Rom.  (ili,  6,  li.  4,  xJ.  t, 
q>.  3  P  1*)  imply  no  more  than  an  ■oquuincance  n-illi  ihc  Jcwiih  hat^aita 
■UtwJy  carrcnt  in  (uliei  Jewiib  lilcraluie  (mi:  xImic.  p.  35).  MrysXor^mt*! 
^ctHti  being  aJHuciiiled  (in  lubKnnltval  form)  tritli  llic  divine  lA£a  In  lt>e 
Pullet  (LXX),  is  one  of  Clem.')  (avouriic  udjeclivei,*  10  ihai  Ihc  phrue 
Tf  |iryaXi»rpia(i  iilv  oiiToiJ  (ii.  a)  »  u  likely  ■  pioof  lh>l  I  P.  (l")  uud 
Clcia.  u  tliBt  Clem,  lucd  1  P.  No  llleraiy  lelutlon  need  be  potlulatcd, 
howetet,  (01  the  phfue  may  lie  lituisicnl  (cp.  Chue,  p.  799).  and  any  oihei 
coiaddenoei  (e.g.  tt*  via/  ef  ln4ik,\  rxv.  Ssl  P  a*>  ixxiv.  4  and  a  Clem, 
V.  J  =  a  P  I*)  >ie  ilight.  Tlie  dctciipllan  of  ihote  wlio  weie  (ceplical  of 
(be  KMod  adTcDl  (uiiL  a,  mistr^It  an  the dsaUi-min^<d  vkkk  it«nht  in 
Iktir  i»il  ami  say,  Wi  ItM-rd  Ual  tvtn  in  Iht  limi «/  omrfathm,  tu/,  Ul  mv 
k»!ei  grmm  »id.  and  tuthimg  of  it  kai  ii/aJlat  m)  recalls  1  Pj*;  b«t  CItnk 
exprculy  quota  it  X  ftom  lome  •if^'tifi,  perhapi  Elda4  and  Modud  (icc  alKive, 
p.  31);  he  would  probably  have  cited  the  phnoc  more  detiriilely  hod  he 
had  a  P.  before  \\ii,  mind.  The  tcanly  verbal  coincidence)^  (noted  ttpccl' 
ally  by  Maycrboff  and  Spiiu)  in  i  Clem,  ue  due  uliimatcly  lo  a  coamoo 
•oqnainiancc  with  (he  LXX,  while  the  dneripiiun  of  llie  linal  conflagntion 
(avt.  3)  (Itawt  UQ  the  uiiie  myth  aa  that  employed  in  3  P  3"',  Jui>t  aa  Bam, 
IV.  4,Hiili  3  P  f,]iaiiti{DiaJ.  Ixui.),  and  Ireoieut  (v,  13.  a),  independently 
reflect  the  Jewiah  iradliiun,  prcterved,  r./.,  lit  Jub  iv.  30  and  Slav.  I^n 
ujiii.  t.  Elllier  or  both  o(  ihcie  cauiea,  i.t.  <ae  of  older  Jewish  Greek 
•cripliuea  and  indebtednesi  lo  Jewish  Iradiliuni.  may  reasonably  be  held  to 
etpiain  asy  parallcli  between  (he  epikitcind  Teat.  Xll.  t^tt..  or  Kerniat,| 
Of  Halite  |ep.  Westcoil't  CaHan,  pp.  333-313}.  Theie  ii  nothing  to  ihow 
that  k  WBi  known  10  Irenxiu,  who  ijuotet  C'v.  9.  >.  Petiui  ait  in  e|HiloU  mm] 
I  Pelcr,  whPs  the  ap|»rent  reminiuencea  Id  Clem.  Alex.,  who  muu  hava 
known  It  if  he  ciiminenicd  on  all  the  catholic  epi&tle*  (Riu.  M.  E.  vt.  14), 
are  oeilhei  clear  roi  delinile.  The  apparent  echoes  in  the  Ljilin  version  oj 
Atltu  Fttri  tttm  iimjnt  may  be  Interpolated. 

*  Sio^laily  he  lo*cs  to  ipeak  of  God'i  glorious  and  marTelloui  gifts 
(Kf.  sh.  a,  xxsr.  I,  cpL  1  P  ■*). 

t  Cp,  Hertn.  Tm.  ill.  7.  I,  and  Clem.  Alca.  Prstrtfit.  |  106. 

t  Id  3  Clero.  aL  a  it  b  again  loosely  cited  u  i  rpo^irriaAt  XAyM,  which 
(faraw*  light  on  the  atmoipfavTa  In  which  3  P.  (cp>  ■")  waa  conpoacd.  See, 
ftuthn,  J  Clem.  al.  =  3  P  f^. 

I  Spitu's  {{/re.  ii  399-409)  discDHOo  is  ooavindng  as  against  the 
Me  (Warflcld,  Zahn)  oi  a  P.  by  Hennas;  but  his  srgvnwnt  that  a  P. 
depends  on  the  Jewish  original  of  Heniui^  |iaitakex  loo  niHCb  cf  apodal 
pkadkft 
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On  ihe  olhirc  liuid,  lh«re  «n  some  thread*  of  evidence  which  nicgcil  Ifait, 
Ulu  Ihe  apncalypM  of  Pelff ,  with  which  it  wu  uaociilml  in  torar  Hrclct  of 
the  early  church,  (he  rpinle  muit  have  been  cuinpoKit  hy  t.  A.D.  tjo.  The 
UK  of  /{»iei  =  nii.Ttyrdotn  (cp.  i")  in  the  epittle  of  Lyoni  >nd  Vieone  would 
noi  itutf  be  deciiive  (cp.  DB.  111.  770),  bui  anolhet  phnte  li  N  >MfifrM 
ttuflbt  cit  ipyii  ttitii  aiU  itta^tf  tytrtro,  Eiis.  //,  S.  r.  145)  ti  too  unique 
Ii>  ba  atmMt  snylhing  than  ■  leminiscencc  of  a  P  l'  {at*  ifnr*^  *Mf 
imiprtui);  cp.  alio  the  dcuiiptlun  of  Ihe  apotiaiet*  u  'Mu  of  pcrdWM 
fiiMtt^^mt  Hiv  Hit '  [1  P  1*  ti'  oti  4  Mil  T^  dX<r*fIai  iSXm^wx !t«i).  uj 
of  Aleundrc  ibe  phyijcian  &>  oJ(  4^«|>«>  drMToXiigO  xopiftMrOT  t>  I*  ■'• 
where  4>''^  =  the  *potlle>).  Secondly,  ill  hough  ^t  vSoiiUirtaXM  ooahl  Mdly 
be  formed  on  the  uialogj  of  icmii  like  ^(vJor^io^^Tai  and  yn^MvtenlUi, 
■till  lu  uw  in  Juitin'i  Z>ia/.  Iiiiii.  Cu  there  were  alM  &1m  prophet)  in  Itie 
time  of  Ihe  holy  ptopheu  who  nrixe  ainone  you  [Lf.  Jew«],  10,  too,  ue  there 
in  the  prennC  day  muiy /atie  uaikrrt,o(  whom  oar  Lord  forewarned  tn'), 
etpecially  in  view  of  i  P  ji  ('  falK  prophcit  alio  appeared  amone  lh«  People 
[/.r.  (he  Jewi],  01  amone  you  aUo  there  shall  he  /alit  lta€htrt  .  .  atfitui 
drwXrlsf ),  leenu  more  than  an  accidental  coincidence.  Ai  the  coniexl  >ho<n, 
Juttln  i«  reFetrlnc  1"oirly  to  Mt  14"-  when  he  ipealct  of  th«  Loid"! 
warning  :  but  this  doei  not  exclude  the  Petrine  reference  in  the  prec«dific 
words,  patticulaity  as  slp/irni  and  false  prophets  are  conjoined  in  DM.  li.  1 
cpL,  loo.  ^fil.  i.  18  (*«1  t4/>  Ii  /xi/iei^  rof  (iijWxaf  roCro  r^ai  rir  6etr  M 
TiAtipiinimr  yirat  TtT^nrw  wpvyiniiiui  yipntat  /•  ftraroUi  «i/&it*rt»4)^ 
with  J*.  Thirdly,  Theophilus  of  Atitioch  some  yean  later  appeantoh>*t 
>  P  1"  in  mind  when  he  write*  of  oJ  U  raf  QnC-  itSfoiriK  rmjaarlftfrn 
wnfiiatm  iylav  «oJ  wpofittrai  >trd|i(r«  (orf  Atilel.  ii.  9),  though  wmiianfifM 
does  occur  In  Ihe  LXX  (Hoa  9^,  Zeph  j*) ;  and  he  i«  aa  likely  to  hkft 
denv(<d  the  Idea  of  »i  AM.  li.  i]  (A  Uyn  atrni,  4ai*ur  6»wtf  Mxtntt 
of>^ri  aurrxofi/f V,  i^tlrrart  rV  liw'  ofpavlr)  from  1  P  1"  wfrom4  Es  I*", 
whence  the  author  of  1  P.  drew  it  (cp.  SchotI,  pp.  ayS  f.).  Hercaaelw- 
where  uich  verbaJ  echoa  do  not  neceuarily  imply  'ilerary  filiation.  All  (bey 
denote  may  be  Ihe  existence  of  Ihe  book  which  finl  gate  cunency  to  (he 
pMtleaUr  phrase  or  phra^ea ;  the  latter  would  often  paM  into  the  Chriilian 
pulance  and  be  used  by  thoie  who  knew  link  01  nothing  of  (heir  afl|:la. 
Thus  with  regard  to  t  Peter,  "  the  church  of  A'ienoe,  for  example,  stay  have 
i)iioted  one  uf  iu  phra*ei,  and  yet  aeiti  haie  mA  the  epiMie  ittcIC  Imlnril. 
(here  is  reason  lor  thinking  that  the  epistle  did  not  enjoy  ■  wide  drcnUtioo. 
Otherwiie  il  would  be  dinicuU  Iu  account  for  the  eilremely  bad  slate  of  ih* 
lexl"  (Piee.  p.  in  !  cp.  Vaniiltait  in  Jfurn^i  tf  PAiMeg^,  lii.  jjy).  E>rn 
in  the  foDith  century  it  was  t>ol  only  rejected  by  the  Syrian  cacoii  but 
if^ardrd  with  auspicion.  and  more  than  lui^iclon,  In  moM  dtetM  of  tlw 
Wcsletn  chuicb. 


I 
I 


*  Wen  It  alone,  this  might  be  rcfernd  to  the  Apoc  Petri,  xa,  iS 
{(SKarf^iioCnn  rii>  Mi>  Tr/i  Jiiiai«ff^tl. 

t  His  failure  to  cite  3  P  3  when  {Aftl.  I.  ^a)  proving  belief  in  the  world' 
conflagration  b  ajgnificanl,  but  II  should  not  be  ptencd  too  far.  Origen't 
nmilar  tilenoe  {t.  Ctli.  It.  ii.  79)  h  probably  doe  to  his  luipicico  of  tht 
cpiMle,  whove  ooncepllon  of  the  (ire  differed  (rora  Ui  own. 
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(B)  EPHESIANS. 

LimATVIIt.— {•)  Edition*— L«uneelo(  Ridley,  C^nm.  m  Sf/Uiamt 
['[Lonikin,  i$4o) ;  J.  Nuchiuiie,  Eaarratitnei  in  Efk.  (Venloe,  tJM)! 
fHiaculut,  CtmauHt.  in  t^p.  ad  Galalai  tt  Efhiiiti  (Ij6i):  M.  BnocTi 
^^f^Uetitmx  iit  Eflui.  <t56ili  Rincmiinn'*  Exfetilia  (London,  isSl); 
'Rotiat  RoJIock**  CtmiHniarins  (E-Jinbuigh,  1590)  1  B,  Biitui  (1619):  P. 
BajBc  (London,  164JI ;  D.  Dickwin'i  Exfttiltt  AioI</tiia  lGluc<""t  t^$)  I 
Frindpal  R.  Eloyd  (Lundon,  1651):  Kct^uiuan  of  KilwuiAine  (EdinbucKh, 
ltfj9}lG.  C«lalui(£>/i>iM'ia/i:r/.  in  tpinnlas  ad  Efk.  Cd/..cl«.,  1664-1666); 
\joA*  (I^ndon,  1707):  P.  \.  Spcnci  (1707)  ■  P-  Diiwnl,  'it  Britf  aan  Jit 
B/tu  (1711):  M.  iianncken  (1730:  A.  Royurdt,  I'attlm'  britf  aan  dt 
Bfluun  uktiflm.  vertlaart  {Amilcrdtim,  l7JS-i)  1  J.  D.  Michoclii  (1750); 
Sctuili  (Lciptis,  1778) ;  J.  A.  Crimci,  arug  Uibtritituit/;  rltt  Bri/ft  an  dil 
Sfktur,  niia  aim*  Jmttgting  (llimburjc.  17S1]  ;  F.  A.  W.  Krauw(i7S9); 
Hultct  (Ilntlcllxte,  I7<j.i):  S.  K.N.  Moiui  (Lciptig,  1795) :  G.  C  Popp, 
{Atinifuiii^  u.  EiHariMt  diT  ilrti  triltm  Kafilai  lUt  Urit/i  ait  dit  Efk. 
(Ronock,  1799):  ;.  F.  von  Riit'i  FV/»i»tjni  (iSiSj  1  K.  K.  llisentMck 
(iSag):  F.  lIolihauKn  (Ilanovet,  i!tjj);  L.  J.  RncWt  [Uipiig,  1S34}: 
a  C.  A.  lUilttt  ItSu):  F.  K.  Mclcr  {lhi\ia.  i8j4l:  C.  S.  Malthin 
(1834)1  T.  Pisannt.  I'lriH^k  timtr  fraJtl.  Aasltgwig,  cttf.  (BucI,  1836); 
Baueifittlcn-CiuMui  (Jf<u,  rS47) :  l^c  Wctic'  (iS47)i  Sikr  (Bfilin,  184S)  ; 
C.  K«hlcf  (Kiel.  1854) :  C.  Hodee  (New  Vork,  1856] :  S.  H.  Turner  (New 
York,  l8s6):  iUrku*  (Smttgail.  1858):  R.  E.  Piltison  (BcnUin,  1859); 
Ncwiasd  (Oiforil  mnd  London,  1S60):  OUh*u>ra  (1S60);  Bleck'i  VarU- 
smigai  (BciUn,  1S65) ;  Schenkel'  (1867,  Luigc'i  BittI- IVerk) ;  Bnune* 
{aid,  if^j,  Eng.  ir.  of  firat  «d.  Nr*  York.  1S70I 1  Enid  [Stnditkrtitta, 
1870);  Hofnunn  (Ni^rdllngen,  1870)1  Kcwtct  (1S77I;  Hahn*(iS78): 
lteua(lS78| ;  W.  Schmidi  (~  Meyer  '.  1S78] ;  Eadie'  [Cftm.  kjh  Gi.  Ttxl  if 
Efiith af  Paul U  Efk.,  Edinburgh,  1883):  J.  LI.  D»»i«  *( London,  1884); 
Eltlct>lt'(i8S4}*  t  Schncderm&nn  (Kmnf,/.  Crmm.  lSS8]i  M.  F.  SadJei 
(London,  1S89):  }.  A^u  Beet  (1S90I:];  J.  T.  Beck'«  ErUinnixd.  Brit/u 
e.  OH  dii  Epk.  (GQienloh,  1S9O  i  A.  Klopper  (Gollinecn.  iSgi)*;  II. 
OltniBaK  (P«i>,  tSgi):  J-  Macpherwn  (Hdinburgh,  1891);  nm  Soden* 
KHC.  189])*  (  J.  S.  CandliA  (Edinbuteh,  1S95).  G.  WoKlenbert  (Sir»ck- 
Zotkler.  I»9S)i  B.  Wcin  (1896);  T.  K.  AbboU  (ICC.  1897.  '  prirotrily 
phUuloclcal');  llauf«*  (—  Meyer,  I9C»)  *  t  G.  C  Mmrtin  (CB.  n.  d.)t 
).  A.  Robioian*  <I90J):  S.  D.  F.  Stlmond  {,EGT.  1903)1  Krukenbrre 
\Dtt  Britf  r.  an  dit  Ef*iur,  GUtenloh,  1903) ;  P.  Ew.ld  I.ZK.  1905)  *  ; 
W.  Loekea»{5A'7:  1907)1  B»ljon  (1907) ;  WcWcoit '  (1907) ;  F.  A.  HenU  • 
((908)  I  J.  E.  Belwt  (1908)  I  GfM*  Alcunder  (New  York,  1910). 

(*)  SciMliM— (i.)  gcncnl  j— J.  F.  Barg,  Anafyni  Ayiifj,  eie.  (1708) ;  F. 
Coulia,  Kakenko  trMfmi  lur  ttf.  a<tx  Efkiiim  (iSjO  1  E.  Co^uerd, 
EimAi  dagmalifmn  ntr  tifttr*  aix  Efk/ritnj  (1851] ;  Choitin,  flude  mr 
t4ftlr*  MU  E^.  0858};  R.  Slier,  Di*  Ctmitndi  in  CkHM  JitM. 
Jlmtiigu^  del  Bti^a  on  dit  Efkeitr  (Bertln,  1S4S-9) :  R.  W.  Otic  ( 7kt 
SfiaU  la  ika  Efifiiani*.  1891)1  G.  G.  Fifidlay  lE;ifai.  Billi,  1891): 
G«re(d  Prtiliial  Eifaiiiiai,  1898) ;  JUIicher  [£A'.  i.  S66r.).  (ii. ) specully 
•{■tnK  PwiTc  lutlioiihip:— Baui'i  FiuU  (tng.  Ic.  il.  pp,  l'44)i  Hoekitt* 
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(77'.,  1868,  pp.  S99f-);  SchiergHti. /fZ.  i\.  iV>t;  375  f.  J  PUftdk  triml. 
/oAfi.,  1847.  4&t  r.  ) ;  llitii);,  tir  Flail.  Btu/i  [1S70],  u  (,  ;  Weluicka 
{AA.v.  140 '0:  Renui.iii.,  xii.  f.  t  lUmz^ZWT.,  187a,  6]r.)i  Bmckncf 
(Chrm.  tyii.\\  S.  DtvlclMti  (/AT.  iL  Uit-300] ;  won  Sodm  l/PT.,tt»t. 
loit.^iti.,  and  WT,  ZS4-30J)  ;  Con«.  TktGtif€laiU  luttrtiut  Imttr- 
f-nimiom  (a5S-j6o)  ;  von  DobachUU  {Urt.  I7sf.)l  Pfleiderer'i  Urt?  U. 
1 10  f.  ;  Clenirn.  P-tulut,  i.  pp.  t  j8  (. ;  R.  &»»,  Tht  flauftnt  BfiitUt  (1909), 
iSo-ioS.  (iii.)  Toi  Paul'i  aulhonhlpi— Luncnuuin,  ati  //y//.  a^  f/t. 
autitntia,  luttriini,  rontilie  (G6[|ingsi,  1S43) ;  W.  F.  Rinck,  4iifutmlmad 
aMtktnl.  tf.  P.  ed  EfJUi.  fratandam  { l»4») ;  Kilbl|;ri,  Jt  ClrulMyi*  fioM 
iffHira  Banriwn  CommenlalU  (1851) ;  Schcnlccl  \ftl..  \\.  110-117) ;  SalMkt 
iSSK.  i*.  439-441.  >nd  in  hii  /^m/.  p.  lajt.})  McOiffert  {AA.  378-38})  i 
Hort  {Kfmani  anJ  Jgfiittioiit,  1^9$,  6S'i8() ;  A.  RobouoD  (Saiilh'a  DB.' 
i.  947  f.i  Lock  {DS.  u  714  r.):  Ikunel,  VatUlUnNtU/  J»  f/fttrt  aux 
Ephttiatt  (1897  I  B»filM  {AA.  189  t.) :  Shaw,  PanUnt  Bfiftit*  (331  f.)  i 
B.  W.  Bueoti.  Siwy  "/■S'/-  /'""' (I90S,»99(-}!  K. /,  Knowliog,  Tiilimmy 
0/  St.  Paui  l£  Chrisl.  ■>4f.  (iv.)an  tpnial  poinli ;— lUcnlcIn,  Jttt<lfriiui 
Efitl.  »t  Efiisin  (Eriangen,  1797) ;  van  Btrnmelen,  Sfilt»U  md  Efh.  tl 
CcUu.  etJIaiji  (1803) :  W.  C.  Pnry  (dV  rtim  Efhtiu-ntm,  Gdtilngo).  1S37) ; 
MMlui(^0.,  1898,  543-369.  '  L'cMUiiologic  de  1>pltce>ui  Eph«»lena'): 
J.  Albuii,  'die  Metiphem  da  Eph««rbriefea '  {Zti^.,  19OJ.  4>0-446)l 
Griflilh  Thomii  (fijc/'  il.  318-339.  doctrine  of  chuich) ;  M.  Dibcllut,  lAir 
G^iiiinnlt  tm  CUtd^n  dtt  /buAu  <I909],  155-1691  flaituick,  Aile  Admu 
iti  EfJuurbriiftt  dtt  PatiJus  (ftom  SBBA..  I910,  696-709). 

S  1.  Outlim  and  contents. — After  an  citremeljp  brief  addreu 
(1*-^  the  pastoral  opens  into  the  first  of  its  two  large  sections 
(•*~3");  ihis  ia  divided  by  a  brief  doxology  {j"**)  from  the 
second  (4'-£'")>  which  concludes  with  a  few  lines  of  peti onal  detail 
(6"-»').  i»"  a  a  glowing  paragra[>h  of  praise,  in  rhythmical 
strophes (Innitier,  ZTK.,  1904,  613-611,  and  Coppieters  '\r/IS., 
1908,  74-88),  to  God  for  his  complete  and  gracious  rcvclatkn 
to  men  in  Christ,  followed  by  a  prayer  that  the  readera  m«y 
have  a  perfect  knowledge  of  this  open  secret  in  Christ  as  the 
head  of  the  church  (i'***).  Their  personal  experience  of  stich 
a  salvation  is  due  to  grace  alone  (1''"*),  and  as  Gentile  Christians 
they  should  especially  realise  the  gracious  union  effected  by  Christ 
between  themselves  and  the  Jewish  Christiana  (»"■").  Of  this 
gospel  for  Gentile  ChriNiians,  Paul  is  the  chosen  herald  (3''"), 
and  the  section  closes  with  an  impresitve  prayer  for  their  attain- 
ments in  the  Christian  eaperience  (j'**,  resuming  the  ideta 
of  i**-'^).  The  second  section  (4'"=  a'")  expounds  the  ethical 
obligations  of  this  privilege,  unity  {4''")  being  set  in  the  fore- 
front.* Tlwa  follows  (4"  resuming  the  thought  of  4>)  a  series  of 
*On4*^  cp.  DalmcxinfA'.  {t890}pp.  $79 f- 
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■counsels  on  purity  of  conduct  (4"'**,  4'*-»")>  "nd  the  general 
morals  of  the  new  life  (4*-5*  S""  •*),  cxincluding  with  t  house- 
Sold  table  of  maxims  for  wives  and  husbands  (s"***-  *'■"),  parenu 
and  childicn  (6'"*),  and  slave*  aiid  cnosiers  (6**).  A  final  vord 
of  exhortation  on  the  spiritual  conflict  (6'°''*)  diifis  into  a  brief 
request  for  prayci  on  Paul's  behalf  {6'**). 

I  a.  M^im  la  CglasiioMS.  —The  most  obvjoiu  failorc  of  Bph.  MXidiU  ol 
lu  letcmbUnccs  to  aod  ditltitDceB  Tioin  Colocikn*.  Tlic  celationsliip 
bcivtcD  t)w  l«o  writing*  form*  ui  Intricate  pioltlcm  of  litctary  criliciini, 
whkb  ti  almcA  dediive  upon  ihe  loigct  quciiion  of  Ihc  period  Rnd  tuthai' 
ilup  of  Ephc^uii.  In  kliikinK  a  Uitance  between  the  competing  proba- 
bilUw,  Ihe  wcli^hl  of  the  ii(t:uinenU  (tudi  lu  ihcy  ut)  inellncH  upon  the 
whole  to  laTour  ibc  auihentidty  of  ColoHiuii  and  the  lub-Piuline  origin 
of  Ephniana  (so,  i^.,  Ewald,  Mangiili],  von  Soden,  Klopper,  Heinticj, 
*Mi  Dobtchutf,  Clemen,  Lnekcn,  and  Wtedc),  and  th«  baals  for  thU 
tqrpothetii— at  b«t  it  ii  onljr  a  woiking  hypoihtrif— lies  in  a  oompantive 
tBtijm  ai  the  two  wrilinKv  That  thcic  W  >  conawlloD  between  them  U 
■dmilltd  on  all  hand*.  ThoM  who  hold  that  both  were  written  \rf  the 
•ame  aoiho*  eithei  place  theoi  tos<lher  in  Ihe  tecond  ceniuiy  ot  altiibute 
tbcm  both  to  Fsul.  On  ihe  latier  hypolh<i>U,  he  read  ovci  Coloauaiu  (or 
a  copj  of  it]  before  wriline  Epheiiani,  or  dx  compoied  the  teller  when  hi* 
mind  «iu  uUl  fiill  of  what  he  had  juU  adilrcucd  to  the  choich  of  Cola»(. 
The  reljtiucuhip  in  ihit  event  would  retcmble  that  of  the  ThctMloniar) 
ktlen,  when  a  Thcu.  a  accepted  as  smuine.  Ai  agsJnit  ihe  hypotheu* 
that  a  Pauliniit  wrole  Bph.  on  ihc  Intia  <d  COtcatiana,  it  ia  atpied  that  lo 
original  a  genius  a*  this  writer  would  not  need  lo  reproduce  na  much  of 
Cotoanani,*  and  that  llic  rcialiotuhip  ii  piychologitally  mote  credible  if 
Paul  wrote  lioth.  But— leaving  out  of  account  the  relationthip  of  a  P.  lo 
I  P.,  lince  Eph.  b  &r  superior  in  musvcncu  and  height  to  the  former — ih* 
qmopdc  ptoblem  is  enough  to  ihow  that  ihe  delibcnie  employment  of  ■ 
MOice  wat  (Ml  Ineompalible  with  mtKina]  work  on  the  put  of  an  euljr 
Chiitliin  writer,  and  Eph.  may  be  fairly  reguded  u  a  *et  of  Tarialloai) 
played  by  a  maitei  hand  upon  one  or  [wo  Ihemei  lUjKeiled  by  Coloniant. 
11w  filtnty  phenomena,  in  outline,  are  aa  followa : — 

Col.  Epm, 

(!'■»)  Paul,   an   apoitle   of  Chrl«t        (i'')  Paul,   an  apoaile   ot  Chiitt 
JcsB  ihtougb  Ihc    will  of  God,  and    Jetux  through  the  wUI  of  God, 
Unotbea)  oui  biothcr,  to  the  umu  to  the  ainls 

■nd  Uihful  beothen  tn  Chiin  which  which 

aicatColoiiKi  aie  [at   Epheiui,]  aUo   the   Eaithfal 

_  Ctac«  to    brother  in   Chritt  Jmu*  :   Grace  lo 

^noD  and  peace  from  God  our  Father,     you  and  pence  from  God  out  Father 
^1  and  the  Lord  Jeioi  Christ. 

H  (1*  Blt**ed  be  the  God  and  Father 

^r  ot  our  Lord  Jesu*  Chiut- 1 

B      *  "  laiiiaiats  do  not  poui  out  tfaeii  ihoughti  in  Ibe  6«e  and  fervid  itjrle  of 
Oua  epiMb  "  [Davica,  rf.  tit.  p,  9). 
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(t*)  Wc  /A«  thim»s  to  God  (be 
FUhei  of  oui  Lord  Jciut  Chiiil, 
fraying  >Itr*yii  Jtr  yen,  ((']  hnviriK 
beard  of  yout  Euth  in  ChriK  Jesui, 
■ndoriht  love  which  you  hive  lomrd 
■II  Ihe  ulntt*  .  .  .  (l')  Fox  TllH 
CAUSS  WB  ALSO,  xlace  the  (I»y  we 
heotd  il,  tW  NOT  CEASE  to  prty 
«nd  make  tcqueit  for  you,  ihnt  you 
may  be  filled  wiih  the  knowledge  of 
hit  vill  In  >tl  tpiiitual  wiMlom  >nd 
undeMaiuUEig. 

(l>*)  ■■>  walk  worthily  of  ihe  Lord 
■--t 

(l"*")  The  ton  of  hU  love,  fn  whom 
we  hare  our  redemption,  the  for^ive- 
nenofoot  bu  .  .  . 

\i'*)tniimmtt*llihingt<:tv.\tA, 
in  Iht  Aiatfrii  artd  ufen  Iht  tartk, 
tbingt  vikililc  and  thinip  inritlUe, 
«tr(  tpbm  tttt    luptinfrd  ttrt  d^el 

(!"->*)  uld  he  li  Ihe  head  I  of  TKS 
■O&V,  TH«  CMUKCH  .  .  .  thai  in 
■II  ihingi  ho  might  have  Ihe  pre- 
eminence, iri  tr  ■i'tv  tHiH-^tr  war 

(I*)  itol  8i'a£T«C  dreiareXVdtai 
i4  wirtn  til  •dte,  ('^■nnVai  Slb 

whether    THINGS     UPON     THE 


(■>■)  Fox  TK»  CAVM  I  AUO, 

hsTint 
heard  '  '  he  fiitb  in  ibe  Lo)d  Jenit 
which  i)  among  you  ifld  dyoot  lote 
towaid  ■Il  the  uinu. 

(I"]  CEASE  NOT  to  fipt 
riititii  fir  yfH,  aiaiimc  mmtita  tf 
yen  in  mj  fr^trs,  (t"l  tlut  the  Gait 
of  our  I^rd  Jetut  Chiiit  .  .  .  may 
give  unto  you  >  >[»ril  of  wtHlom  and 
renUliom  in  the  koowledg*  of  him, 

(4'|  I  bc«ccch  yon  to  walk  worthily 
of  the  catling  wbewwitb  yoq  were 
called. 

(l"}  in  the  Belored,  it>  whom  wi 
have  our  redemption  thioufh  hu 
blood,  Ihe  forEivenen  of  oar  Irei' 
panel  .  .  .t 

(i")  far  above  an 

no]  ^{aiwlai  t«l  lvtd>Mwt  eel  iti^AnrrM. 
(|l*  ail  ikingi  in  Aim,  iMnp  in  tit 
Amivri  anJ  lAingi  n/*m  tit  wrfA.) 

(!**'■*)  And  he  put  all  thiiiEi  In 
tubjection  under  hii  feet,  and  piTe 
him  to  be  the  head  over  all  ihir^  to 

THK   CHOnCH,    WIIICII    It   Hit  SODV, 

ti  w\-iiputM   toD  ri  rim  it  mAttt 

TV  Xj«»rv.  THINGS  IN  llwl)  THE 
HEAVENS  AND  THINGS  UPON 
THE    EARTH  .  .  .  {!>«)  ibat   he 


•  Alio  minor  [anlteU  in  Col  I'sEph  ■»-».  Col  I*  =  Gph4»«(lo««a»4 
Ihe  Spirit  )- 

t  AUoCol  i"  =  Ephi»3<*.CoJ  i'*=Eph5*t(«x«P<tfr«Cmifvn«r/^). 

X  Except  ]''(c(ou  =  meaiuof  amaigamalingjewiih  and  Gentile  QirioiaBi), 
ihii  ia  Ihe  only  allution  to  Chritt't  death  is  Eph.— an  adnaea  upcn  the 
Pauline  view  in  the  direction  of  the  johannine.  The  iMTilice  of  Jew*  (j*)  1* 
rimply  adduced  at  as  oampte  of  love  ten  Chriitiani  (cp.  I  P  if'*'  in  uiocher 
•^•ct  of  iiniution). 

I  la  CoL = hcadihip  over  auperaainral  tpiriu  and  tbe  chuKh  alike,  la  E[A. 
B^prlHiily)  headihip  over  Ihe  chuicb. 

»  Cp.  E^  3"  [ba  wXitput^t  tit  •»  T*  rX^pwtfiB  nS  ffeC).  Note  diffimnl 
He  of  larMfrsi  tn  Col  l"  uid  Eph  3". 


I 
I 
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EARTH    OR    THINGS 
THE   HEAVESS. 


IN  \h^ 


(■')  Anil  j-oo  rvri  Arrai  drqXXa- 


(1^  fcl  now*  hu  he  tcmndlcd 
(drMBT^BJ**)  1  in  Ihc  body  of  hit 
lIcA  ihrouKb  d«alh,  lo  pnacnt  you 
boljr  tsd  viihout  blemiih  and  nnic- 
pnviablc  bcfoie  him  : 


I 


(I*)  tf  to  bcl  that  jroo  continue  In 
Ibe  fkilh  T(<(tuKiu>i^rm  and  tmdfut, 

id  nol  roored  away  fiom  (be  hope 
of  th*  gotptt  which  ;oa  hntd,  which 
»■*  pfca^ed  fai  all  ocktion  under 
bckven  ;  whertof  I  hnl  *u  made  a 


(l**)  How  I  rejoice  in  my  lufferingi 
r  jow  nke,  and  lill  up  on  my  poit 
'  thai  ■faidi  ia  kacking  of  tA*  fU^wv 
nC  X^irraS  in  ny  lleih  tvlp  T«i) 
gJ^Mffw  «#rBO,  which  i*  the  chureh  : 


{ I**]  wheirof  I  was  made  a  minitler 

ttlmtM  iiat  lit  l-iiit,  u>  hlfil  the  word 
of  God, 


mifht  create  in  himaelf  of  the  iwaia 
one  new  man,  v«ur  tlfitin)i,  loJ 
AvaiaraXXdEo  tioih  |in  one  body 
unto  Cod  tU.  Tsfi  vT«ip«*. 

(l'>Andyou  .  .  .  (l*)  rHvDrrii  rA 
•f^ibiara  t^i  rapiit  mi  rflr  &aroiA> 
.  .  .  (I"]  drqXXOTfUif^roi  .  .  .  (]<>) 
having  alaln  rV  Ix^p"  >n  him  .  .  . 

U")  Anrwyt/rM  r^  tiataif  t*m, 
ixt{K\vtfiUlUrtt  .  .   . 

(!■>-'*)  having  aboUihcd  In  hU  Aaah 
ih«  enmity  ,  .  .  misht  reeondle 
(lr»(«TaXXd{i;)  them  bolh  in  one 
body  .  .  .  <■*]  to  be  holy  and  wiih- 
out  blemiib  before  him  .  .  .t  (j") 
thai  h«  might  ptetcnt  Ihe  chuitli 
lo  himKir  ,  .  .  hoty  and  without 
blemish  .  .  . 

|j"j  rooted  and  r«#r^Xw^r»>  in 
love  .  .  , 


(]')  by  the  tmpcl,  whereof  I  wu 
made  a  miniitet. 

(3*)  For  IhU  eauw  I  Paul.  Ihe 
piiioner  of  Chriii  Jeiui  in  behalf  of 
you  Ccniilei  .  .  .  I^"}  1  aik  thai  yoa 
falnl  not  at  ir  rait  tXiftalr  |iav  (ni^ 

liiCir,    (i*^,  the  chiuch  which  itri 
3*  4  B(ir«r«tJa  r«G  iiv»TiffU»T»B 

lJ*)tTiT&r  allium'  .  .  . 

(3*1  H)»  «l«ro>J«»  r^  X^f"'  '•"  •••* 
rl))  Jirffdrqi  im  r.'i  litit,  (J*)  how  thai 
by  [eielaliiin  iYvaaptrli)  to  me  ri 


■  •  So  Eph  i"  (yet  now). 
t  In  CoL  ~  reconciliation  of  lupmwliml  powen  and  of  sinneri  lo  God, 
in  Eph  =  Teconciliatian  of  }ew»  and  Gtnilica  loccther  |i"'-)  lo  God  ;  hence 
iht  eha/ice  ia  the  conception*  of  ihe  Svdjr,  mtttm/  fiiKi,  and  lit  tmmily. 
The  fuikction  of  rtconciliaiian.  which  in  >  Co  }'"'  and  even  in  Col.  it 
utribMed  lo  God,  I*  trantfetttd  in  the  hichet  Chtittuluiur  of  Eph.  u 
Chrta;  a  limtlai  Inilance  oecnri  in  1  Co  l]<*  =  Epb  4"  (authorthip  ot 
Cift*). 

t  Hw  Miditioa  of  *  't^i  (a  frequent  phiaic),  ai  Ihe  form  In  which  tbt 
I  fhfirff  BuMfeMs  itielf,  ii  ma  iin-r»ulinc  louck 


I  •(  T*  ■■  in  Eph  4* 
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(i")    even    rj    fiiiffrffpiar*   tJ 

dracfcf u;i>i^ri»  dvt  rfiial^rwr 
kbI  dsA  r<2r  yirtiSr— bul  hu  nowf 
been  mtniretted  -rolt  &y'«>*  •^''oC. 

(1*)  alf  i)0Aita(vi  Aril  YV)*pt»«t 

r«^u  fr  Tslf  ISrutr,  u-hich  it  Christ 
io  jfW,  i  Awli  r^i  !4£ii. 


every  man  rfXnor  I'  Xpior^, 


til  /i-lirwQLv   TO?  ^mmi/iJoif  roO  tfceO. 

[3*]  roffre  Xiyu, 

(•1  rael«d  Aiii)  built  op  in  him,  lol 
ptlSattiin.ru   rg    rlvr«i   xotfiin   /JtJd- 


(1*)  For  in  him  dwelli  ri*  rt  vXlf- 

(»")  md  yod  are  /r  a^ry  T«r^i(- 
puriitrvi,  wholi  [he  head  riaiififx^' 

()")  in  whom  you  were  also  rircutn- 
eJKd  wlih  ■  dreuincltioo  not  nutle 
with  hftndt  .  .  . 

(l'*l  yo  wcK  alto  taistA  w!Oi  him 

who  laited  him  from  tlw  dad. 


[j"'")  And  you,  being  dead  Ihroujh 
your  linpuMt  >nd  llic  undtcumciiion 
of   youi     fl«h,    #w<fwoi«4inr    vir 


HMT^ptw  .  ,  .  (f)  I  Mfma  TO*aii 
oi*  iyraflttii  to  the  *oiu  of  vtn, 
u  it  hu  now  tiren  rcrtoltd  vow 
4yta(i  drMr&Voii  mini  <aJ  gjw»jr»ii 
ir  wrtiitati.  ,  ,  , 

|I*J  Y*opl***  4^  rt  ^m^)* 
rof-  tf*X4»aroi  aOroO  .  .  .  Jl'^  »*  v* 

xM/aurt  aini,  r(i  J  «Xsi?Tot  r^  Utl> 
of  hli  Inheritance  .  .  .  {]*)  tmi 
ttrtatr  «A>v><Ura«A)i  ibe  luuemKh 
able  vXoOrat  rof  X|iiaT«0.  ,  ,  , 

U"]  [ih«  o^i^t  of  ih*  nfailMtr 
being  the  attainment  □(  all]  tft  Irtfm 
rAdor,  to  ihc  in«>Mn  of  the  itmtitie 

(4")  vi'ji^i/taf^nor  .  .  .  tpd-)4ry. 
•  -  ■  (*")  ^'  inynifttn  iW  vl«i  jvS 
SttC. 

U")  reir«  vfr  U>wl 

(i")  in  whom  you  «lw  an  built 
up  togethet  .  .  .  (j'O  rooted  and 
grounded  in  love  .  .  . 

(4")  it  ahi}  (({Idx^v*  n''!>i  ttrtr 

(3")  and  to  knowihcl<n*  of  Christ, 
Ira  rXq^utfSir*  th  vor  ri  rX^^wfia 
TvC  #i«C  [ice  also  4"  abore^ 

ep.  t"  *  above. 


[]ti]  jreo.  Gentile*  In  the  BeA,  who 
are  termed  Itnciicumcitian  by  that 
which  !i  termed  Clicumeiilon,  In  tbc 
(!nh.  made  wtih  bands. 

<'•*)  the  eiceeding  grealnew  of 
hit  pc'vec  lit  Vai  rodi  vtrrttfcrm 
aarA  rl)r  frip^iat  of  tbe  ClreCi|[th  of 
hia  mif-hl  which  he  wtoocIm  ia  UiriH, 
raitini;  him  liom  the  dead. 

(I'J  And  you,  being  dead  (hnogh 
youi  tittfiuMs  and  sim  .  .  .  (1*) 
even  when  we  were  dead  Ibfongh  oot 


I 

I 
1 

4 
I 


*  InCol.  sX^i^rlt/r  i;i&,  4AwiiT^  ii(^(>*4*),  in  Eph.  sihe  [Milieip** 
tlnn  of  Gentile*;  ailifle'enceortsiphaiji. 

tCp.  Eph3"(ti«  Y''"P*''d  '"■'  f^ipXP'""^)- 

t  B  Eph  jw.  B  =  Eph  5".  I  Ata*  Col  I* « 


^Ephji. 
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vtfTtifian,  hnting  blolird  out  ri 

^  fonarrlvr  tj"'.  ■"d  took  It  out  of 
Ibe  my,  nuling  it  to  (he  crmt. 
(t")  the  Head,*  4!(  «>  rS*  rt  viSpa 

ftilMur  rat  <riiju^ij9aj%«>a)  afl{ii  r)|v 


tj')  ir  ihrn  you  wer«  nltciJ  with 
Oiiiit.  Kck  the  Ihinei  lint  >fc  above, 


wha«  Cbiisi  u. 
b»ao(God  .  . 

Cod. 

(3fJ  wvnlor. 


lied  at  lh«  ri|;1il 
.  (J'J  Fo(  you  ilirf, 
hid  with  ChriM   ia 

Hal   rl}*   rXmrijIor 


fnt  /#rlr  «(lw^aXar^[a. 


(3'*')  fr  ftti  ml  £^i  wtftrrartliraTi 
rtn,  mbto  yon  lived  in  ihcm ;  but 
now  do  yn  alto  put  off  all  th«st  1 
ipyi'i     Suiiir,      Katlar,     ft\aff- 

bfiiir-  lie  not  on«  to  anoiha,  seeing 
Ihalfoa  haw  POT  Orr  THt  OLD  MAN 


wlA  fab  ddnei,  and  have  pot  on  the 
eei«  null,  who  is  Amtatro&nmir  tit 
twl-jrtirtr  (ST  tUira  reO  irrlffai>Tfft 
■Jrir.  .  .  . 

(J**)  P"*  *"  iberefore,  as  <»X«toI 
n0  fnf^  holy  anil  MntW,  exMtx" 
tlTtf/iaS,    x/ijcrirrr™,    rawitrt-fipte. 

,  IKO  OMS  ANOTIItX.  AND  rONOIVIHO 


iretpMMl,  fwiluonalifrtr  ry  Xpiory 
— X^f^f  '■"■*  riffawfi/roi — .  .  .  (1*) 
having  abolished  rtr  »4pa*  rdv 
/■TcXu'  /r  iiyf*"'-  •  •  • 

(4*")  the  llexd.  Xpuni,.  /{  vD  wir 

{6iar«r  iii  wiarix  i^rlrt  r^  ttXWlf't 

utpavi  rijr  a^ij«ir  ToDirifvMTiMTMirrBi 

(i")  He  loiicd  him  (lom  the  dead 
and  lealrd  him  at  hi*  tight  hand  tr 
rail  iTouparlatf  ,  ,  ,  (1*J  reitnl  Us 
with  him,  and  made  lu  to  til  with 
him  tr  f  eii  tnvpivloii  in  Chr isl  Jew*. 

(4^)  lit  ipyaatar  ixatapstat  ria^t 
ir  r\ti?n(lf  .  .  .  ((*)  wBfttla  It  tai 
iKoSapala  wiva  I)  T>4«>yj(a  .  ,  .  (j*) 
irfll  nAptot  (  iiiBapm  fl  i-XiWtnjf, 
t  ierir  ilSuAe\ir^t  .  .  . 

a*]  J.&  TttUra  fifi  Ipx'f"  4  irth 
TcO  CioB  fri  roOi  iilo^  rrji  irnftlti. 

li''*iiiialiwciTl  xipitwarigaTt  ,  .  , 
■al  4*"'t  ■Jto  irtirTp6^fUr  rw* 
.    .    .    (4^1    rUT    OFF    TUB    OLD    WAN 

.  .  .  (4*'-|     fulllni!    off    fabehood, 

ipuk  the  Iralh  each  with  hla  neifh- 
bour  ...  be  wgty  and  tin  not  .  .  . 
lot  no  coinipt  *pecch  tuue  in  toC 
sriiia-in  in&r  .  .  .  (4")  let  all  Wtltt- 
cess  lol  Su^tt  ■•!  iffll  tal  rpattyi 
aal  fiXaaprifln  be  put  auray  60m 
you  air  rdirp  lailf. 

(4")  and  put  on  the  new  man  ri* 
•ari  0<At  tTiFf/rra  ir  tuOUvcirB  lal 

(4^)  with  all  nwtirepfaatnit  nl 
ifKifrnTTei.  «>ilh«iai^>'M'a<.  IWSB***. 
INO  ONE  ANOTXKR  !n  li»«  .  .  ,  (4*') 
be  Xp^ttl  one  la  anoiher,  rtlwXa- 

TXrai,    FOHOiriNa      ONB      ANOTHU, 


*  Id  Col.,  a»  oppoted  10  nupcmaluial  media;    In  Eph.,  aa  opposed  <o 

t  Abe  Col  j»  =  Eph  4"-  "  {vnl»l  p*nllel»), 

iCf.  E^  I*  (catfi>l /I<U{are  4m£i  .  .  .   (trot  a^lavt  (rX.Jt 
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vn  ANOTHIR,  if  *ny  man  hive  ■ 
eenplBint  igaiml  another ;  rvsn  a* 
TH«  LOHD  f  OUCAVS  YOU,  »o  do  you ; 

(j"*"]  and  abovf  kII  ih«c  Ihiiijp 
put  on  luvc.  S  tattr  tititttuit  rQi 
T«X<.4r^ol:.  And  let  Uie  peace  of 
Christ*  rule  in  your  hnrli,  la  thi 
whicb  >UiO  you  were  called  In  one 
body. 

(3<*-")  Let  ihewocd  of  Chiiil dwell 
in  ynu  rXauaiut,  4»  rijsTi  ffofi^,  leach- 
ing and  Bdmoniihini;  youiitlves  with 
pulni'vand  hymntnnd  ipirilual  longi, 
dinging  wiih  {rjtce  in  youi  heaiu  unin 
God.  And  whaUoever  yoa  do,  in 
wofd  oi  in  deed,  do  all  in  the  aime 
of  tlw  Lord  Jaua,  Giving  thanlLi  lo 
Cod  the  Father  through  him. 

O*")  Wi»e»,  lie  subject  lo  your 
hnibandt,  ui  diqtfr  A>  rvpli^ 
lliuitundi.  love  your  wives,  and  be 
not  biiicr!  lo  them. 

Ij")  Children,  oljcy  puienli  in  all 
ihln^t,  reOra  yip  tSiptariii  toru>  4r 
tvftv-W 

(3")  Father*,  Inilate  not  youi 
children,  that  they  be  not  dis- 
coungcd. 

ij""")  Slarta,  obey  in  all  thinei 
Ihofo  who  are  your  tnaatert  tvi 
cifn,  not  with  tyi-itrvkt,  at  mtit- 
fltatrn,  but  in  tingleneis  of  hetul. 
fearing  the  Lord.**     Whalwrvef  ye 


BvsN  Ai  God  ih  Cntitr  ntoATi 

von.     (S>}    •jhrtttt    afc   A^^rtti    rfO 

tnO,  at  tilgvtd  children. 

(4*^)  giving  diligence  lo  pmervg 
the  unity  of  the  Spiiil  /'  ry  tvrHtv't 
rin  tipdnii :  one  body  and  one  Spirit. 
even  aa  alio  you  vera  calltd  la  oa* 
hope  of  your  calUng.t 

(I'ri  vXaSrot  r^i  jAfunt  stradtf 

"'*'■)  is'*'*!  apcaking  lo  youoclves 
with  paalms  and  bynu»  and  iptniaal 
ungt,  nnglng  and  making  melody  vkb 
your  h«ait  to  Ihe  Lord  i  girips  Ihanlis 
alwayi  for  all  thing)  ia  the  omim  o( 
our  I^ord  Jeiut  Ctiriu  to  God,  ercn 
the  Faihet. 

(j"")  WivM,  be  suhjecl  U  year 
own  hutbandi,  lit  ry  tvpliif  .  ,  .  tr 
rsrri.  (j"^)  tluband*,  \vtt  ytmt 
wivn.  evm  aa  Chriat  lo««d  the  chufch. 

(6'|  Children,  obey  yoor  pafcnti  In 
all  things,  ToPrg  fip  itra  tlMiarf 
[then  follow*  tbe  fifih  Mnnand- 
menit], 

(6'1  And  you  &thei»,  provoke  not 
your  children  (o  anger :  but  nuitun 
Iheni  in  the  chaxtening  and  ailmoal- 
lion  of  ihe  Lord. 

(t^l  Slavn,  obay  thou  wbo  an 
youi  tnutrri  larA  rdpao,  with  (t«r 
and  trembling,  with  uagletwuof  your 
heart,  u  lo  Christ ;  not  by  way  of 
tji-ttnitt  Of    aam-jNItaMrr ;    bat  a* 


I 


*  Cp.  Eph  l"  (oSrii  yip  tmr  ti  ttp^  ^ItCir). 

t  Rph.  proclaimt  the  apiniual  unity  of  Jewitli  and  Gentile  Cbtiatlant,  not 
u  TiLul  did  on  the  ifore  of  argunenti  drawn  from  the  Law  and  promitcs,  bat 
from  the  eaaoitial  and  eternal  purpose  of  God.  Thisiaa  distinct  development 
btyond  tha  peution  of  Hum.,  which  nelthei  Col.  nor  Phil,  anticipuea. 

t  Braadened  out  in  Eph  ^  {w&«t  a<,flo,  .  .  .  i^trm  if'  h-^i- 

I  ri  tUaiat  applied  to  ma>tett  in  Oil  4'. 

n  Broadened  out  in  Eph  5'°  (f  auudfvrtt  rt  4^n*  ttifit*n^  rv  Kvptff\, 

T  The  «*  yfrirrai  of  S*  is  unprecedented  in  Paul  or  even  i«  the  NT. 

**  Brotdeacd  out  in  Eph  5"  into  iwanrtititr^t  IXX^Xwi  4r  fi^  X^tfrav 
(the  Uiier  aa  lU'Pauline  phiaae).  In  the  tiible  of  domotic  duiiet  in  Eph. 
"we  miss  the  brevity  and  deankes.  the  insistence  00  the  Ihiagi  of  gtni 
practical  lignifiunoc,  which  dlitingiiithci  Paul "  (von  Dob«hUti.  <•/.  tit.  tti). 


I 
I 
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,**^»X,9tini!*tttntV'tiitLmi  ilaveiof  Cbriii,  ilr>ing  itieirillof  Cod 

■ad  M*  to  men  ;  knowing  that  ttoat  it  i-vxi' '.  duicg  wtvice  "ilh  cood- 

tbc  LordyoothBlt  receive  ibc  inherit-  will  u  lo  tht  LutJ,  and  not  to  men; 

•nee  thit  ■■  >wit  due :  you  letve  the  hnowini:  ihu  eafh  ihnil  be  paid  back 

Lo*d  CbtilL     For  Ibe  wicked  ihall  Iram  the  Lord  Tot  whatever  good  he 

be  paid  back  for  hii  wickedneti,  amJ  dot*,  whether  be  be  tlave  oi  ffoe  man. 
iJkfn  it  m»  ti)f<fl  ^ ftritmu 


I4'}  Uaueti,  tender  to  your  ilnvei 
what  ii  jmt  and  fair  1  knowing  thai 
fv»  abo  have  a  Maatet  lo  heaven. 


(6*)  And  you  muleti,  act  in  the 
MDic  way  10  them,  icfrainiiig  frnm 
Ihicstt,  knowine  thai  their  Mai.tcr 
and  youn  ii  in  the  heaveni.  and  ikt't 
it  **  Tiiftit  t/ftrmtt  H  iih  bim. 

<6>*'''|  praying  at  all  tcuona  in  ihe 
Spirit,  and  olienlive  thereto  with  all 
cooauiicy  and  rnireaiy  for  oil  Ihe 
tainu,  and  for  me,  that  word  may  lie 
([i»en  me  whenever  1  open  my  mouth, 
lo  make  known  wilh  oonfidence  ri 
ly  Ulln  It  ai  1  abould  declare  fiivritpie*  rsD  (Air)<Aieu  (for  which  I 
am  an  ambanadoi  in  chaint)  1  that  I 
may  have  oonlideiice  therein,  aa  I 
^ould  decline  il. 

(jU-U)  He  caicful  ihcn  how  you 
walk,  not  a>  unwise  but  u  wik, 
making  (he  very  tnoti  of  your  lime, 
liecauie  the  dayi  are  evil.  (4*)  Let 
no  Toul  tpecch  ianio  fiom  your  mouth, 
but  only  luch  m  \%  goud  lor  improving 
the  oceaalon,  Ihal  il  may  liring  %ift9 
to  Ihe  hcareri, 

(6"'*1  Now  that  you  alio*  may 
know  Td  ear'  1^,  ri  vpineu,  rdiTa 
Itifian  iiiXr  Tychieu),  the  beloecd 
luolhci  and  faithful  minister  in  the 
Lord :  whom  I  lend  to  you  for  thii 
very  purpotc,  that  you  may  know  rd 
Tipi  iiitii*,  and  that  he  may  encourage 
your  heart*. 


(4^)  CoMiDUe  Meadfaatly  in  prayer, 
wauhBiig  thciclD  with  ihankigiiing ; 
praying  at  Ihe  Mme  lime  for  u>  al)o. 
thai  God  may  open  ut  a  door  Cur  the 
•or],  to  declare  vi  luieT^ptor  r«D 
X^tfTovffbr  which  al.w  I  am  in  b(>nd^): 
that 
IL 


(4*^  Walk  wiiely  lovaida  thoae 
ouuidc,  tnaking  the  verj'  most  of  your 
lime.  Let  youi  tpe^h  alwayabi/v 
X'pir*.  U«rt  ijy\^m  know  how  ye 
oa^t  to  Muwet  each  pcrHKk. 


Tychieoa,  ihe  beloved  btolher  and 
ndthful  nuniiler  and  fellow  letvant 
in  ihe  Lord ;  whom  I  tend  lo  you  for 
thia  Tery  purpote,  that  you  may  know 
r*  ttfi  tiitir,  and  thai  he  may 
eaconrage  your   hearia. 


i  J.  /telatioH  lo  t  Peter  (»c<  atiove,  p.  387). — The  xfTtnities  of 
thought  ajid  structure  between  Eph.  and  1  P.  begin  wilh 
the  opening  doxology,  and  include  the  connection  of  hope 
mth  the  nkijpavoiua,  the  conception  of  the  sinriiual  House 
(with    Christ    «    the    ooincr  ■  sione),    of    the   descent    into 

*  Th«  iiuertiuii  of  thii  (oi  means  that  the  wiiier,  nilh  bis  eye  on  Col  4', 
■sKndi  lo  present  Ihe  apotile  a>  havini;  just  composed  Colouiaiu.  The 
dtoatluQ  Inlended  for  the  cpiille  (cp.  j'*|  is  that  of  Coloasiau 
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Hades  *  (4*  » I  P  3''  4'),  of  the  Christian  wpovmyatYn  fts  the  ob)Ki 
of  Christ's  death,  of  ilyi'oio  (4"-  1 1*  i'*)  as  the  pre-Christian  coDdi- 
tion,  and  o{  ademption  by  the  blood  of  Christ ;  thcry  conclude  with 
the  parallels  in  6"^'  =  i  P  5*"  (warfatc  against  4  Stafiokot),  6"  - 1  P 
5>*  (peace).  Both  homilies  are  addnssed  to  Gentile  Christians 
(or  Asia  Minor),  but  3''  (no  longer  strangers  and  sojoumen)  is  a 
ucit  correction  of  ■  P  3<> ;  on  the  Other  hand,  the  ei^cal  adnrant' 
tions  (5"^)  are  not  linked  to  natumlty  to  what  precedes  as  in  i  P 
a'"-,  which  tlie  auior  aJ  Ephtsm  ts  reproducing  in  his  own  way. 
Even  after  Bllowancc  has  been  made  for  the  coincidences  due  to 
the  common  ntore  of  early  Christian  thought,  aides  either  dilTeron 
the  question  of  literary  priori  Vj  or  hesitate  to  pronounce  definitely. 
Unless  both  are  to  be  assigned  to  the  same  author,  the  proba- 
bilities on  the  whole  point  to  an  acquaintance  on  the  part  of  the 
eutor  ad  Ephtmi  with  the  simpler  i  P.,  if  on  other  grounds  the 
latter  is  attributed  to  Peter  and  l^phcsians  assigned  to  a  Paulinttt. 
The  salient  parallels  are  (cp.  Selwyn.  St.  Luke  tMe  Prophet,  1 83  f.) : 


IP»T. 

(!*]  BIctxd  b«  th«  God  ami  Fallier 
of  our  LokI  Jcmu  ChrlU.  .  .  . 

(l"<')r^o^^ai  t  ■■  ■  •ItdxaaX/'^dq 

\uiiitriur  iiiSt  wyti/iaTi  iylif.  .   .  . 

nj^fww    rail    wptTiptr    tr     iyrtif 
ApiAc    irttviitatt,   dXU    inrd    rt* 

EoXlrarrs  ii/it  !>!»  aiiJ  aitvl  dyim 
t*  riffp  iitaaxfa^  firifiip*.  .  .  . 

(a"    irixtsHi  Tfiv    w^fmttAw 


Era. 

(i'}  Bl«i9«l  bt  the  God  and  Fuher 
ofoiu  Lord  J«(U(  ChrU*.  .  .  . 

li"-)  oit  tpvfUSn  TM  •(»•'(  rd» 
irOpiiwur  in  rDi>  AwmM^f^  rait 
iylgil  ixorriXtit  oJrvO  isl  f^f^rm 
te  rfi^/iATt,  •  •  • 

(a*^)  .  .  .  JlTTwivIviiHIiirtAlu, 

fr  ab  ccJ  iiuii  rirrrt  Artvrpi- 
^Ittr    Tvrt    ir    rail    ^rtfv/ilaii 


'The  Ephcaiani'pauaee  11  influenced, u;<»i<line  to  Bacoo  (£ur;r  ^  A 
All/,  361  (.),  bj  th«  uyinp  of  Joiu  prt««rr«cl  io  Ul  la**"*.  See,  further, 
Ephi'=Mts*-. 

t  The  aturr  ad  Efhalet  chuieu  the  OT.  profihels  into  ChrlMian 
prapheU,  and  hUs  to  coancd  the  rctcirnoe  10  apilj'  at  I  P.  Ili*  eaiiiMtt 
of  prophecy  from  the  ttandpolnt  of  fulfilnienc  !«,  a*  WdM  noin,  "liiirt 
eDdrely  on  ihe  view  dr«loped  in  I  P  l"'",  where,  aa  in  Epfa  j"*,  ihc 
contemplative  thare  of  ani^cU  in  ibe  woik  of  itdemption  i*  alio  awntionrf* 
KINT.  L  355). 
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H        (l***"}  X^uToO  wfnym*fiir»v  wf^       (t*)  ChoM  n  tr  airy  vp^  m" 
H   (BT^teKt)  KAv^av.  .  .  .  ^^f  ilffftov  (cp.  3*). 


a(l{M 


(1*1  V|)ii    tr    Tftatfij(6iittn  .  .  .        (3")  St'  attaO  Ixw**  ri/r   rftea- 

»ltoie^tia6t  oldii   rr(u>uri(it  tti  yarriv*  .  .   .  iv  IrX  wrt<■)•ar^  Wfti  Ttr 

U^T«i>|La    Symv.    .    .    .    (1*)    M0or  nWfa.  .  .  [t^) /rMicitifriUmt .  ,  . 

ixfOFtunaiat.  Snot     i*pyitina(ov    afrsS     ZptrrvH 

(s*|  Xolt  «(i  rf^ToIijn»,  SiTBK  fdt       (1")  rh  dioXfrpiiWi*  t^  rtpam- 

<i>il    aaUirarrol    ((>    rA     Sai'tioorti'  (j"-]  I'l  T^l*'*''' "^M,  vPr  ll^t /> 

(a**)  ol     tfit/rai    (T«raa«f>i'>M   ^       (6*1  «'  iorX«,  JTaiai^tTr  rolt  mr^ 

tWtI  #4^v  roil  hiTffiraii.  tfdpia  ii'plAi  (irrd  ^ifiov  aol  rji^v. 

(3*)  V*'"'  Twawft  teorarffd/urai       1$"]  al yvratin {truTartiiuraiiTalt 


(5»)  oj  a»jp.i.  . . . 


I 


(3*)  (Jam  Chriil)  who  is  on  God's  (I*"')  (Gcid)  Kiilfd  hiia  on  hU  right 
li^hl  hand,  vajHi'fftli  ill  oupardr,  hand  tr  mil  /roi]ia>>iDif  («(|>4»u 
(varaVrMv  a^y  dfT^uiv  cal  /{bi>-  wia^t  in^'  ■»'  fcvlai  noi  tiri- 
(1^  aal  IvrdMW-  /xvl  .  .  >  >al    «di-ra    jrr/Toffv   (vA 

ra^t  wita\  ai/ry. 

§  4.  Rtlalion  to  Lutait  and  Johanmnt  writings. — (Cp. 
Hollimann's  Krilik  der  F.fktitr  itnJ  CelosKrhritJe^  i%o  £,)  As 
in  Luke,  ra«n  are  the  objects  or  the  dirine  dlSoafa  (IJc  3"  — 
Eph  !•),  the  ascension  is  emphasised  (Eph  i"4''  "-Lit  34")^ 

•  Cp.  I  P  3"  (t»a  ^M*  wpocaYdyp  t^  9ev)- 

f  Tbe  paWTC  wnie  of  rt^trtAitan  hcr«  ( — hiueditu  aoquiuta)  dilTen  hon 
the  Paaline  adivo  mom  (I  Th  $*,  a  Th  a"),  ««ldc»(ly  unJoi  the  mfluencc  of 
the  Pttrine  panase^ 

t  Tliii  tcnutkable  Mftui  in  Eph,  ii  OM  of  tevcnl  (nit*  whicb  ibow  a 
reminiiccncc  uf  t  P.  in  the  pauiqic. 

f  In  \MCa  the  duties  of  huilandi,  (hough  differently  dcRned,  mo  eem- 
puaiiTcly  brief,  wbcRu  Itiu  iliilin  of  wivca  are  elatKitx(«]  (in  Mmtran  M 
Col  j").  Ttic  drtciiiHlun  of  ilic  lailci  thowt  ■  &iLlicl)rin|[  of  (be  Cbriflian 
ld««l(t  P3*'^"=Ephs"'-t. 

I  cf«*J(a7x>«t  only  hcic  in  NT, 
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ind  there  are  further  altinilie*  •  in  s*  =  Lk  1 5**,  5"  ••  Ut  1 5".  5° 
(6«)-Lk  ij",and6"-l.l(  ii»  Reach (/'■ik//..m««i«.  173-174) 
gives  a  long  list  of  parallels  between  E)>h  1''*  and  Lk  15"'", 
though  it  ii  an  exaggeration  to  say  that  Paul  saw  Phariiaic  Judaiin 
in  the  older  son  of  the  parable.  There  are  also  several  affinitia 
between  Eph.  and  Paul's  addrevt  at  Miletus,  e^.  the  fi^vXij  d 
God  (i"  =  Ac  »o»^),  ihe  commission  of  Paul  (3*-  "  4" -Ac 
lo"),  ihc  purchasing  of  the  church  (i"- Ac  10"),  the  itXijponvua 
of  Christians  (i'*  =  Ac  lo"),  and  the  shepherding  of  the  church 
(4"  =  Ac  30>*).  The  common  use  of  the  '  building  '-metaphor  for 
the  church  is  not  peculiar  to  Ac  10"^  or  to  Eph.,  but  significance 
attaches  to  certain  traits  of  phraseology  (Ac  30" -Eph  4*  6\ 
Ac  io»-Eph  i",  Ac  »o"  =  Eph  i^  Ac  to«»=Eph  i"). 

The  Luon  pknileli  touch  &  sm&llcr  group  in  lh«  nme  neichboui- 
hood,  vii.  ihc  Piuline  putonli ;  ep.  /.f.  the  conccpIiDn  at  the  rprvfiirtf* 
or  ttigiirtt  brine  under  ipotlnlic  direction,  Ihe  wKmingi  ■gtimt  ionMlIoai 
ertorisU,  the  divine  x/nji"*n'  (s"-  =  Tit  j'-*)  ind  unLly  <4*=I  Ti  a*),  the 
void  of  theituth  (("slTia"),  the  dcvO'*  dc«i«e»(6"  =  l  Tij',  sTia"), 
»v«ngelii(i(4"=sTi4'),tho  House  of  God  li'«=i  Ti  3*,  a  Ti  a")  j  tf., 
farihei,  i"=tTi3'»«idaTi  3*.  4'"'=a  Ti  3".  4»=  1  Ti  a*  (eoounj  to  a 
linowledge  of  the  truih).  J*-  '"■  =  T1l  »'"■  ind  I  Ti  i*,  5"  =  !  TI  s**,iad 
Xovr^  ( 5"  =  Tit  3*).  But  beyond  auggettingi  tuli'fiuline  miJuu  ot  Ihoughi 
Knd  Inni^uiige,  IhcK  coinddencts  unoual  to  very  little. 

The  interpretation  of  Christ's  relation  to  the  universe  already 
beArs  traces  of  the  Philonic  c«>nception  of  the  Logos  which 
afterwards  blossomed  out  in  the  chrislology  of  the  Fourth  gotpd, 
and  this  opens  up  the  relationship  between  Eph.  and  Ihe  instra- 
mcntum  Johanneum.  The  bridal  conception  of  the  church, 
which  in  the  Apocalypse  (except  in  11'')  is  eschatological,  ii 
applied  {t.g.  s"'  "■  **)  to  the  church  on  earth  (cp,  a  Co  ii*, 
an  epi.stle  with  which  Eph.  has  notable  affinities);  a  similar 
proceu  has  taken  place  in  the  conception  of  the  resurrection 
(3*^-*Jn  5"-  **),  and  in  Eph.  (where  the  wapovoia  falls  into  the 
background)  as  in  the  Fourth  gospel  the  general  escbatidogy 
is  spiritualised,  in  a  fashion  which  is  unexampled  in  Paul,  while 
at  the  same  time  the  writer  contemplates  a  vista  of  the  ages. 


I 


*  One  M  two  word*  arc  peenlisr  to  Bph.  and  Lk.'i  voobaluy,  t^ 
dtiVrei  (exc.  He  1^  LXX  quorolion).  drtiViy,  tpyngU,  iriiriit  {^*;  u  in 
I,k  1",  with  tuniMiVi)),  TorowMa,  warfU.  wt\mtt,  girtt^ltnr,  rwnffHe, 
^finirtt,  and  x9f"'^-  P'li^i  (=divlne  eountell  mi^i  ntmost  be  idded  to 
ihii  lltt,  for,  outnde  Lk.  >nd  Eph.,  it  it  only  uied  In  tbii  seme  in  Hv  4"  | 
FbuI'i  loliuuy  use  ii in  Ihe  plural,  tncBnlng  human  device*  (i  Co  4*), 
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unitf  of  the  church,  induding  Gentiles  as  well  as  Jews,  is 
the  divine  object  of  Christ's  death  (cp^  Jn  10"  17**);  the  church 
b  the  rXiipw/ia  of  Christ  and  of  God  (i"  etc.,  cp.  }n  14**  >5*'  ' 
17"^};  exceptional  stress  is  laid  on  the  functions  of  the  Spirit, 
the  word,  and  baptism,  the  unity  of  the  church  as  the  result 
of  the  divine  unity  between  Christ  and  God  and  as  the  means 
of  advancing  the  gospel,  Christ  as  beloved  (1*),  the  idea  of 
fiirpor  (Eph  4",  cp.  Jn  3"),  the  description  of  God  in  i"{-=Jn 
to<^  the  collocation  of  Christ  and  God  as  indwelling  (Bph  a** 
3"-Jn  u"-  *•),  etc;  sec  also  4*'-  =  }n  3",  5*=!  Jn  3''-  and 
Jn  3**,  S*-  I  Jn  I*  and  Jn  ij»*,  s"«Jn  3^".^  bejjdes  thaafrdc 
p*»sagcs(Bph  »"- t  Jni*),thcu»c  of  XuVnt  (a"- Jn  a"),  the 
emphasis  on  iyidiur  and  cleansing  (5"*  =  Jn  i;'*'  '•,  i  Jn  i'- '), 
on  •fxv&ot  as  opposed  to  dAi}tf«'a,  on  the  danger  of  doketism  (Eph 
4**),  on  the  spiritual  advent  of  Jesus  (3"  — Jn  141"),  on  the  duty 
of  Christian  love  (Eph  4"  etc.),  etc  These  links  of  thought 
and  language  have  led  one  critic  to  remark  that  "  it  would  be 
a  tciublc  view  that  the  writer  was  the  author  of  the  Fourth 
go«pel,  writing  in  the  name  of  St.  Paul"  (Lock,  DB,  i.  717), 
but  the  hkelihood  is  that  the  unknown  aufirr  ad  Bphestos  was  a 
Plulinist  who  breathed  the  atmosphere  in  which  the  Johannine 
literature  afterwards  took  shape.  None  of  the  parallels,  how- 
ever, between  the  Apocalypse  of  John  and  Eph.  is  of  much 
wetght;  the  idea  that  tlie  latter  employed  the  former  is  quite 
untenable.  Like  Hebrews,  another  sub-Pauline  writing  whiclt 
has  alM>  its  aflinilies  with  the  Lucan  as  well  as  with  the 
Johannine  circle,  Eph.  emphasises  the  blood  of  Christ  (i*=  He 
9"),  his  sanctifying  influence  (s*'''*  — He  10"  i3'*X  bis  session 
on  God's  right  hand  {i*°  — He  1*8'  10"),  and  his  gift  of  vafipijaM 
to  Christians  (3'*—  He  4^*) ;  some  lingubtic  parallels  also  occur 
{f,^.  o^iia  ml  iTapf,  Ayptnrvtir,  upavy^,  tnnpaym  w.  r,  aipavial',  «It 
JvoXvrpwriv,  aliiv  fUWair,  wpoa^fii.  nal  6wia),  but  neither 
these  nor  stray  coincidences  like  i^^He  7"  prove  more  than 
a  CDomon  atmosphere  of  religious  feeling  and  phraaeologf. 


I  5.  Vttah»l»ry  and  itjrU.—TtK  Mlenij  [cUlSoni  iiith  Col.,  Lk.,  ana 
tbe  Johaniiiae  Utcruiue,  bcadci  1  P.  and  the  pulorali,  (hui  Indicate  « 
period  tubsfqiwu  lolhuof  Paul.  Thiiii  further cnmibiint«l  by  ihc  evidence 
of  the  hngnsge  and  tiylc,  wliich  arc  on  (hr  whole  favourable  to  th« 
hjrpotbHii  that  another  mind  than  that  c<f  ihe  apoiitc  ii  *l  avik  in  Epli.  It 
ceMafas  Ui  thiiiy-ciKhi  worda  wbkfa  are  not  etstwbcrc  UMd  in  ihc  NT 
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litemtutc  :^SBim,    a^/iinit,    al)(fiai.ir*it>,    4r»rt6u,*    Intfti,   lnX')<iK 

tuP<la,  fii^tim,  liitairla,  tualrriHXiir,  impriSoyl^  ri>4.  wfiafTrMpit,  (rl) 
*vti>M>Ti(d,t  roXuToiriXot,  rpMhrl{iir,  Trpottpri/rrieti,  ^vr((,  tfiyi«t^nx*<< 
avn*t,\lrrit,  viwap^ioXtfytui,  wrMieJoMiiV,  in^«v^i  (cp.  Piciucben  is  ZSW. 
i.  S5-S6).  In  uldiiion  lo  ibcK,  ili««  u«  (i)  00  fewer  ihui  44  wotdt 
which,  while  employed  elKwhetc  In  the  NT,  uc  ntrtr  ui«i)  by  t^uli' 
J7r«a  (Luctn],  lYjunrriir,;  diftoTwriaTiii  (l  P),  IXi^ii,  ri  tpj^iripm  (Ac  Ij*). 
dKfiat.  S  irUrai,  11  Jira»To,  JroTdu  (J«  I*.  1  Ti  a*»).S  dr«iX4  (Ac  9"). 
dfvrfa  (■  P  4*.  Til  1*1,  itdjSc\ai,  M/nt'*^'-  M)  /^wdno,  /jTrwIa, 
**a>T*XiBT4t,  c(i*»X«>5[roi  (I  P  3").  mnfloX*  [rp4  «.  ird««MV,  I  P  t",  Jn 
17**),  X/v»  ''••  Itatpif.  ipyl{u,  6ffiAnji  |Lk  l"),  ie^it,  nttiit,"  waitirU; 
»dp*mn,t|  *tTpia,  »ij>ifiir»ii#UitI  •■^d^«,S^  »oi^V.III  »»XiT«ia,T1I  f o*f4l,"* 
rriXoi  (I  P  1"},  ffiryjtalllC'w  |[.k  22"),+^  fvr^piw,  n/iAr,  M*v,  J>T<^dfw  ()I« 
^),  bwiAtiaSiu,  C^ei,  fipa-y^i^i.tn  Pfii'^tKi  (Lk  I'^.JM  XV^  (Lk  1*1. 
XHpmtiijTut.  The  klxenci  of  Mine  of  these  (rum  (ha  mtnl  loti«n  (nay  br 
KLi>leniAl  [t^.  dT'Ma,  d|>rifu),  but  real  lieni&cance  atlachet  lo  the  (a"  6*'| 
subMiimion  of  iii^t\a%  [u  in  t  Ti  3*,  a  Ti  >")  Toi  lh«  P&uline  MrcrAt,  Md 
thg  uto  of  fr  TDit  /veufiiu'Ini  (five  limn).  The  collective  tixl  ob^edira 
•Iliulon  to  llu  k«ly  apositti  and frrfXin  (]■),  tnd  to  lU  afMttt  aiUpr^tit 
(a^  M  the  foundation  uf  ihe  church  (cp.  Apoc  )i**|,  an  putt)',  but  only 
{■itly,  cu«(t  by  p<LU*eei  like  i  Co  ^  I3"an<l  Ro  tC;  peobably  ihey  taoaic 
beat  viewed  u  waiei'inuki  or>  later  affc.  which  looki  buck  apon  tbc  primitWe. 
apoiloUc  propopiida.  The  indirect  and  rallier  awksud  appeal  in  3*"*  (vph 
S  ivratSt  draYiviitfiovrtt  rirQ;ra<  r^r  <r[)r(«li'  fU>v  crX.)  oanobntalci  ihii  bn- 
ptcuion ;  the  phii»e  iounda  mote  characicriiiic  of  a  Pauline  diicipic  than  of 
Paul   himiclf.llllll    Tlicte  iiidications  mc  bllomd  up   by  other  ua-PauUnc 

*  Initead  of  the  Pauline  draiiairoOr. 
t  Only  In  Kph  6"  of  tpiriiual  belngi. 

jOnly  in  Eph  6"  with  td.  Paul  invatiably  iuc>  WT><^fr  (l  Tb  S*, 
I  Co  16".  Col  4'). 

I  Only  in  Bph  4"  meuplioticsllr. 

I  „       „    (f  „         (He  t3*brinEn4)t»tatioBfromtbeIJCXK 

Y         H  •■       S'  *''^  "*^  <'"'■ 

**     »        )•    6*  In  literal  tenie  of  moral  and  mental  cducatieo. 
tt    „        „    a^and  I  Pa"  meUphorkally. 
12    >■        »    6**  mcUf  hodtally. 

H     »  ■■  3"            It 

■     „  „  4"  eccle«««ioaIly. 

II  „  1,  1"  metaphorically. 
•"  .,  .,  4"            .,            .  «ilh  \trfm. 
ttt.,  ..  a|^ 

•  I*  It         II     '  >t 

01  „       „    t'ofman. 

ini  Hon  {tf.  til.  149  f. )  ingenionily  but  onoonvEKingljr  take*  dr«7wi3»ee>**> 
•aErtadlnt:  the  OT.  Like  6*'  it  it  iimliably  niMni  i«  allutle  to  C^t  nlMi 
than  to  Efdi  i**'  a"*",  o(  lo  tome  lot!  Icild. 
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toochw,  ■nrfi  M  forr  ytnitivrrn  l<f),  /*e  Faihrr  t/  Clary  (i"),  *<(6r*  /4< 
/fmdatiem  tf  iht  vttrid  (l*=Jn  17*!,  Ihc  novel  uj<  of  fiwnjpio'  (s")  *""' 
nhtripJi  (in  piDvidcniiil  aipccl].  the  application  of  fivT"'  (j°)>  "iSf^  ts^ 
"^  U'lp  clc-i  bttidcs  the  ptr'liltclion  fnt  tlie  eratie  ftndim,  an  un- 
puBllclcd  nambe)  of  gcnitivil  lormaiions  (95  in  ■!),  out  of  155  v«nn) 
■t>ich  ocrai  in  almott  rvecy  kcutiiI  vetse,  including  such  ttranna  tompooncl* 
U  d#4  r$i  /*ix<v>77'"<  (4"}i  'ir<0K>'lii  rijt  dir<iri|i  (4"),  CIC,  and  MOW  rc- 

Tlw  laM-natncd  (caluie  rum  thrnugh  the  g«nci»l  Klylc  of  the  wrilinc, 
wttb  itt  wc>Jlh  of  lynonymn,  which  often  aild  lilllc  or  nothing  10  Ihc  ihoi^hl, 
iti  unique  emplorment  of  prcpouiiom  like  b  (ilj  limn)  and  nrd,  and  the 
HBf""'  length  10  which  Ihc  ■cntcncn  are  occkiionilly  tpun  out,  one  period 
pawing  into  another  lhioui;h  rclatUal  and  patliciplal  oonitnicliont  wboK 
ic^cal  belting  it  ii  frequently  almcui  impoaiblc  todcletmine.  The  lingui>iic 
diB  may  b«  allowed  to  leave  the  proUrtn  of  (ha  aulhonhip  faiity  open.* 
Bat  the  idlotyncraiici  of  Ihc  ttyle  are  ^  no  meuu  to  cuily  cipUined. 

Jim,    ,(-11    ,I9'B   ^M   jll-U   jH-M   jIl-B    .l-l'.*-!!    iIl-lU    ^14    ^■l-I(     ^IMi     ^B-H 

t* S""*  S""  5"*  t'-"  d"  6"",  are  all  Icneihy  teotencct  which  aie  often 
canbroui  in  iheir  uilctnal  conilruclion  and  baet  by  uDbiguitiei  in  the 
jiifUKPlitww  of  clautM  and  the  coltocation  of  vparate  wordt.  They  are 
at  flooe  elaborate  atnl  iiieKutw.  j**"  it  a  lon|i  parcn(he«it  or  dieicuion. 
after  which  3'"'  resumei  3' ;  similuly  the  tuhjcct  ii  icpeited  in  3**,  after  the 
bnak.  Such  rhetorical  anacoloutha  ate  not  paralleled  by  an  tnipaaiiDncd 
itNKslarily  like  that  in  (>al  a*"'.  The  lallcr  is  natural,  as  the  abrupt 
Un|[ua|[e  of  ■  nuui  dicuiing  under  the  ilrong  emoiicin  of  an  indignant 
nieiDOiy.  The  Ephenan  imiancet,  on  the  other  hand,  ihow  the  deliberate 
indinerene*  of  the  wriin  to  the  nictiiet  of  liltiary  tymmeiiy,  and  ihua  fall 
Into  a  clau  I7  Ihemielvci.  "If  we  may  regard  (hii  epiille  •>  our  be>I 
eiBOiple  of  that  *«#la  which,  acoording  lo  1  Co  3*,  was  to  be  Found  io  Paul's 
latching,  we  may  *cc  in  its  «yle  Kimcihing  like  a  innpv](jii  Xtrav  \iiid,  v.'J, 
oonopooding  to  ibe  b^tpu)^  ao^ias.  ...  It  would  be  Icn  inappropriate 
than  elMwbere  10  call  the  langiia^s  rtaborale  i  and  it  ii  at  the  aame  time 

■  apt  oftcncr  than  elsewhere  to  iltay  beyond  the  bound*  of  (yromeliy  and 
Rgulanly  "  (Sioicoi.  Wriitrt  ef  XT.  p.  3J). 
It  ii  unfair  (u  clarKlriiiM  Ilie  tcmpri  thus  tnSrrorEd  in  the  Style  of  (he 
eplttle  at  phlqjmatic  ;  t  lyric  would  be  a  filter  tenn  for  the  opening  chapicrt 
tB  cqiecial,  with  theii  waring,  Mbtle  movement  of  thought  and  at  the  same 
tloM 

•  "With  many  a  windin);  bout 

Of  linked  sveclness  long  drawn  out.'* 

Upon  tbe  olhti  hand,  Ihcie  features  of  serenity  and  profundity  only  «etve  to 
Wng  out  more  decisively  ihc  difl'cicnce  between  l^phesiani  and  Ihe  lelleis  of 

^P  *Nigdi  (ffWar<tan  Jti  PiaJmi,  85)  goes  even  tuillier,  "in  ganten 
aAdnt  mirder  WoruchaU  dieses  Biiefea  ,  ,  ,  eheinoe  Iiutanifllralsgegcn 
dk  Eehlfaol  to  lein." 

i  So  TOO  Sodcn  (//Ciii.  I.  90)  ;  cp.  the  criticisms  of  Jacquier,  1.  306,  and 
Hoci(pt>.  IS*'-)-     '^'oo  Siiden  himKlf,  however,  sutiMiiuently  speaks  of  Ihe 

m    'Ixrical'paatagef ini-6l/^y*.lS7-iSS]. 
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Pmul.  It  b  olttn  urged  that  the  tccepfancr  of  ColoMiwit  w  wtlltM  by  ful 
icndert  the  urctpuuitc  of  Eplicii«ni  mote  caty,  bul  in  Mmc  mpMI*  Jl  ooljr 
iddi  lo  (he  ilidimliict  fell  by  Ihc  lilcnry  critic,  The  nnm  the  two  in 
brouEhi  together,  the  more  duiinctlve  U  the  Imptcuion  nwde  by  iht  ooo- 
ceplioni  u  uell  u  the  uylc  of  Ephuiani ;  puticululy  m  reeirdi  Ihc  iMIct, 
tt  becomes  increuint'ly  hard  [o  uDdmluid  the  anpuilleled  pbcnomtm 
wlilch  (lie  Gre«k  prctenii.  Gruited  that  '  the  lofty  calm  which  unilctilaU) 
doct  peividc  it  may  in  pait  h«  da«  CO  the  mellowing  cfTcct  of  yemn,  bxi 
doubllFM  much  raort  to  the  tcnM  of  danKen  tunnounled,  aspirMion 
tamrieJ,  and  a  vantagc-Eround  gained  (or  the  world-wide  hanc(ink»ia  action 
of  the  Chiiitian  comniunity  under  the  |[ovemmen[  of  God'  {Hott,  (^  iH, 
l53~l5J)i  the  protilcm  remain*,  however,  how  can  *uch  lone*  be  paycb»- 
logrralty  harmoniied  vilh  what  we  know  of  Paul'*  mind  and  (tjrie  a  leu 
monihi  liefittc  and  afler  he  wrote  ihui?  Philippiant,  hi*  twin<Km|^  cannot 
have  liern  written  very  Ion);  a/lei  thli ;  Coloulann  waa  compoted  itty  UUk 
before.  Yet  Epheiiani  iiands  apart  from  both,  in  ttyle  and  cnoo^tdoM 
alike.  The  Kjnnlc  iiemt  i>l  iliDicutiy  in  the  ihuuijhi  and  eipretaion  amy  be 
eiplained,  but  the  cumuUlive  impicuion  which  ihcy  make  ii  that  af  a  wriut 
who  occupiei  a  I  Biet  Hand  point  of  his  own  t  and  ihii  ii  more  than  oorroborala] 
by  ihc  ntytc.  which  makrt  It  ciliemely  diOicult  to  be1ic*c  (hat  Paul  tuddetily 
dropped  into  ihii  method  of  writing  and  ai  suddenly  abandoned  it.  *'  The 
old  vivacity  appcan  lo  be  loat.  The  senteacei  and  paragiapba  becanM 
JM^ci  and  more  Involved.  The  lone  of  challenge  diet  out.  Even  the 
■AiMIioaaUneia  Mcmi  buried  in  weighty  but  almost  labound  ditquialtiona" 
(Sanday  in  Si.  Margarrfi  Itrtf.  tm  Crii.  «f  Nl\  1901,  ^  aj).  Thia  may  be 
partly  due  to  the  fact  thai  ihe  direct  coniroveny  of  Coloolana  (*  abaant  imtta 
Epheiiani,  but  the  latgcr  aplanaiian  of  the  latter'i  gcnoal  lone  it  that  iIk 
wnlet,  unlike  Paul,  it  nut  wnling  with  any  particular  communities  in  view. 

To  auin  up.  The  cuinulalive  force  of  the  MCumenti  already  aotrd  I*  in 
lavour  of  a  Fauliniii,  imbued  with  hii  maitei'*  spiiii,  who  cucnpoaed  ihii 
homily  in  hti  name  aa  Luke  computed  the  Pauline  tpevchta  in  haa  (aitbn 
from  a  icnie  of  what  Paal  would  Ihave  mid  nndei  the  ciicaautaDeeiiK  frooi 
■ome  baaii  in  iiadititin).  From  the  willing  of  lucb  iptediei  to  the  taui- 
posiiiiin  ot  an  epiklolary  homity  on  the  baaia  ol  an  cpiatle  tik*  rnlfiwlini  li 
wai  an  caiy  ticp  (cp.  pp.  4*.  47t-  The  writer  deaigned  hia  work  to  be  read 
(3*)  W  t'^i^cl^oi'^li  *■* '"■"""'''^  <*'  Paul'i  mind  upon  Ibe  liluatiosj  it  wai 
■  pamphlet  »t  tract  fo«  the  lime*,  tnsiiting  on  the  krcnlcal  noedi  of  tbc  Cfaufcb 
(like  Acti)  and  on  the  duly  of  iranicending  ihe  older  ichiamt  vhich  tiad 
embittered  Ihe  Iwo  teetiont  of  Chntiendom. 

Schleieriiiachet  \kint.  i6jf.),  who  h«i  the  £n(  10  detect  the  internal 
problcnu  of  Ihe  epualle,  Higgaied  iis  compoiitioin  by  Tychicm  under  Paul'* 
dircciiona— a  theory  advocaicd  by  UkTrri  and  Renan  ("Que  Paul  ti\  teil 
ou  dicti  cell*  letuc,  11  eU  1  pea  pr^  Jmpouible  de  I'adaiettie  ;  meb  i|u'on 
I'ait  compoajc  dc  ton  vivant,  aoua  let  yeui.  en  ton  nom,  €*««  •  qn'on  ne 
aauiait  dMarer  impTob«b)e,"  iil.  p.  »).  The  TUbiiiKta  view  of  rnliThia 
carried  Kplicaiant  alu  into  ibe  iccond  century,  bol  the  recent  lecopdtioft  «( 
the  furmct  at  rattline  haa  left  the  problem  uf  Ephesiaaa  mcvc  of  an  open 
ifuedion,  (e>emblln(,  t.g.,  ihe  ptobtcm  of  the  exact  conneclioa  belweea 
Aiiatolle  and  the  recently  djicovcred  tieatlie  upon  Ibe  Atheoun  CoottilB- 
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A  number  of  oitic*  (n  ««pecull]r,  ia  addition  to  those  nun«il  im> 
I  p.  J74,  B.  Weii«,  AJT.  i.  377'-!  Coikt.  INT.  475-490:  S»lmnn,  INT. 
1  jSSr. ;  Z«hn.  £uf/.  1>9!  Olttamue.  knd  Baljonl  attiibulc  it  10  Tiul  1  julicher 
•nd  otbcn  canicnE  iheiDMlvn  with  ■  mui  tipM  verdict ;  while  komc  (lee 
p.  3}5)  lEirmpl  (o  do  Juitice  to  the  oanblnation  of  (pedRcatly  Paulin* 
etenwou  and  Bbwlutc  novclii«  in  thought  uid  Unguone  by  ponulaling.  ai  in 
the  aue  of  the  Pauline  pailonil  epp.,  ■  raullni<il  whi)  iii  trpcoducing  Paul'a 
Vimt.  on  (he  buit  of  Colouiuu,  io  view  of  latci  inteteili  wiihin  the  neo- 
atfaolkiim  of  tbccharch.  Thii  doa  Dot  involve  ihe  aiiurnplioo  that  Paul 
■u  Mt  oricinal  tnnueh  (o  advance  even  beyond  the  cif clc  (if  idna  tcflccte'l 
in  ColoHtana,  or  that  he  lacked  tonitniciive  and  broad  ideal  of  the  Chrlitian 
brotherhood,  Ii  it  quite  postible  to  bold  that  he  vrai  a  fresh  and  advancins 
thiakcr,  and  yet  to  conclude,  from  ihe  intcnuil  evidence  uf  Ephniani,  iliat  he 
,  did  not  cut  the  channel  for  ihii  proie  of  the  spliitual  centre.  In  Paul'a 
'  Wnen  tliete  ia  alwayi  t')nielhing  of  Ihe  caacade ;  in  I^ph,  we  have  a  slow, 
bright  ftnam  which  brinu  iti  hi^li  hanki. 

One  of  Ihe  indirect  traits  of  the  tub' Pauline  period  it  the  lipilficant 
cauaioo  of  the  I^ord't  tupper  In  4*  (one  I^rd,  one  &iih,  one  baplinn).  Thia 
b  til  the  more  UrIUng  ai  Paul'i  treatment  of  the  euchariit  In  1  Co  to"  (th 
d^TM,  fr  *i>M  el  raXM  taiur,  «l  yip  vdvTd  At  roO  M%  iprev  fi«Vx«fU') 
natanJIy  i»inled  10  ita  ii*e  aa  a  tymliol  and  proof  of  ihe  unity  of  ChriHiam 
HUh  one  another  and  thdr  Lord  (cp.  Didacbt.  9*}.  Bui  ihc  Fourth 
[otpel  voices  a  feeling  of  proicil  againii  a  popular  view  of  the  Lord'i  nipper 
■rhidi  wu  lingcd  by  pagaik  Hcraoicntaliitn  (cp.  E.  V.  Scoli,  Tif  Fevrik 
GtftI,  pp>  laaf.);  Hebrewt  (13''"]  alto  oppoiei  ihc  idea  that  the  a^iiA 
Xfi^ttO  could  be  partaken  of.  ai  in  aevoral  of  Ihe  conlemporafy  pagan  cutU 
(cp.  0.  Holttmann,  ZNtV.,  1909,  151-160)1  Epheaiant,  we  may  conjeciuie, 
tbovi  the  tame  diilike  to  ihii  glowing  conception  of  the  tupper  (whether 
doe  10  Paul,  or  dncloped  from  hit  language  in  1  Cor.),  and  therefore  oniu 
tb«  afpet  entirely. 


1 6.  D<stinat\oH  and  <^j<tt. — The  i>nit  of  ihe  homily,  vhich 
first  appears  Ln  1",  b  defined  in  i"  (cp.  i'  and  3')  as  Gentile 
Chrisuans.  The  writer  has  these  primarily  in  view;  but  the 
sitoation  ii  no  longer  one  in  wliicli  ihcy  are  ejipuscd  to  any 
Jewbh  Qiristian  propaganda  of  legalism.  In  fact,  it  is  aasumcd 
that  the  Gentile  Christians  are  now  in  the  majority ;  it  is  their 
predominance  which  forms  Ihe  starting-point  for  the  broad 
surrey  of  history  which  Ephesianti  outlines.  The  iiv  of  i"'** 
certainly  represents  Jewish  Chrintiuitt.  Paul  here  voices  that 
section  of  the  church  in  its  historical  relation  to  the  gospeL 
But  the  language  is  general,  and  neither  here  nor  in  a'^  (cp. 
Hoennkke,  JC.  i  rs  f.)  is  there  any  real  justification  for  the  view 
that  Jewbh  Christiana  were  contemplated  as  a  definite  pan  of 
the  writer's  audience. 

The  author  addressed  his  homily  in  Paul's  name  roii  dymt 
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ro*(  ojtnv  itol  wiirmv  tv  Xpurr^  'i^troZ,  omitting  the  plaoe-name  of 
Col  I '  and  adding  r«?  oV»^  (cp.  Ro  R*  tmi  itari  vpo6t<rir  nXtrroit 
oimx)  in  ofdcr  to  amplify  the  following  phrase,  which  further  de- 
fines the  aytiH  whom  the  writer  has  in  mind  (cp.  i"  ayunr  ly  n-plif, 
and  s*).  Those  who  defend  h-  'E^/try  as  original,  explain  its  earif 
omission  in  some  copies  by  urging  either  (i.)  that  this  was  due  to 
Paul  himself,  who  ordered  Tychicus  to  lirave  a  space  blank  in 
some  copies  for  other  churches  (so^  e^.,  Sctiott);  or  (ii.)  that  tt 
was  the  result  of  a  transcriber*t  error ;  or  (iii.)  that  it  sprang  from 
a  feeling  that  passages  like  i"  3'"*  4"  involved  readers  who  were 
not,  like  the  Christians  of  Ephesus,  personally  known  to  the 
apostle.  None  of  these  hypotheses  is  convincing.*  A  number 
of  early  copies  in  the  second  century  evidently  lacked  the  words^ 
as  Origen  and  Basil  after  him  remark ;  traces  of  this  form  of  the 
text  arc  still  present  in  the  first  hand  of  M  and  B,t  and  the 
likelihood  is  that  Marcion  must  have  reovived  the  epistle  in 
this  shape.  Tcriullian  charges  him  with  changing  the  title 
(it^if.  Mare;  v,  17 :  tilulum  aliquando  interpolare  gcstiit,  quasi  M 
in  isto  diligentisaimus  explorator,  nihil  autem  de  lilulis  Interest, 
cum  ad  omncs  apostolus  scripsil,  dum  ad  quosdam);  but  this 
merely  means  that  the  title  of '  Ephesians '  in  Tertullian's  Canon 
(as  in  the  Muraiorian)  already  contained  the  Ephesian  designa- 
tion, whereas  Maxcion's  differed  (cp.  adv.  Marc  v.  it :  praetcreo 
hie  et  de  alia  e]>istola  quam  nos  ad  Ephesios  prxscrtptam 
babemuB,  hsretici  uero  ad  Laodicenos),  and  Tertullian  naturally 
supposed  the  canonical  title  to  be  the  original  He  Ealb  back 
on  the  ueritas  eteltsia  or  church  .tradition  of  the  title,  not  upoa 
the  text,  from  which  any  place-name  was  apparently  absent. 

There  would  be  m  pnitial  uioloey  10  the  insertion  of  ■  pbce  niune  If  tbc 
origiaal  lext  of  Ro  l'  were  (u  ta  G)  rori  tka\r  tr  d)4vp  0(eO  cXirrtM  Ayfm 

*J>cquier  (i.  390)  dismiEiei  (L)  ac  "uoe  luppoiition  loute  sraiuitt  et 
utei  rltliculo.'*  Harnack  {Dit  Adruit,  704  f.),  who  now  Idtatifia  Eph. 
with  tbe  Loodicoin  epUtle  (>cc  above,  pp.  i59-i6t),  uigiEeMi  ^ttititu 
qitam  utriui  that  it  wai  th«  dcgeilcntioo  of  the  local  churdi  (Apoc  ji*^) 
which  led  to  the  dclilitnte  nbftltntloa  of  EphoM  fcf  Lamllce*  In  ibe  till« 
and  addicu  |by  the  fini  dponte  of  the  KCond  ccnturj-),  in  onleT  to  punlth  ■ 
oommunitjr  which  no  longer  deietved  to  poawn  a  Pauline  tpiille, 

tAlto  in  "(he  conecior  of  a  later  MS  (67I,  whoie  eomcdooi  tm 
evidently  takca  fiom  another  quite  dilTeicnt  MS  of  ereat  eKcllenec,  now 
leal "  (llortl.  Banl  (.itntr,  Su-vmiiim,  ii-  19)  eaplicitljr  wriln  :  «frw  y^ 
{i.t.  the  nailinQ  of  Eph  1'  without  it  'H^aif)  <al  ol  w/ii  4|i^  ni/at<fi^aB#i 
it.t,  Origen  and  otbenj,  cat  1uul%  tr  rtlt  raXoioIi  r&  dmy^d^wr  rif^ttf^. 
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(to  Zalm,  INT.  i  JTSC,  394!.).  Toi  which,  at  a  rabstqiwDt  period,  rob 
••nr  if  'Pufig  d7a>ir«<  9.  *.  d  WM  iiul)«t!lul«il ;  but  the  lormtt  (MdinK  I* 
|s<>b>bly  due  U>  >  revUion  of  Ihc  Icil  for  lilDr0c>l  purposes  (tee  above, 
p>  141).  It  t>  not  ocitnin  whtlhci  TcrlulHan'i  wards  imply  ihit  Mucian't 
Uxt  M  hit  awn  tcii  li*'l  s  plkcc-iiRnic  >ftci  oOffir,  tlnco  'tliului'  mi^t 
bcre^  u  ta  Ibc  mm  of  GiUtiuii  (inA'.  ^Sllrt.  v.  5}  inclodc  the  nddren.  llie 
pntMbilities  on  the  wholt  otc  in  faimuc  of  an  inference  to  the  contrary. 
Tlie  OtBMtlcal  Ephnlont  in  ihli  caw  would  he  ori|;l(inl1y  a  general  puioial 
«ddrcAed  in  Paul't  nanic  lo  Gentile  Chcistuni,  which  Mucion  ctidenlly 
idcMiBtd  with  the  e|Nitle  to  the  Lsudiccaiu.  The  lille  r/>li  'R^vieur  fint 
ipptsr*  in   the   Muntorian  Cant>n  ;   when  It  Wat  appended  to  the  epiitle 

rioulj,  atid  whclher  thii  addition  wai  derived  £nna  the  pretence  <A  tt 
ryin  l',  remain*  uncertain. 
If  Jr  'E^£ru  in  1'  wu  the  origintl  reading,  the  epbtle  cannot 
hare  been  wriucn  by  Paul.  I(s  tone  presupposes  that  the  church 
(or  rather,  ihc  Christian  recipients)  vras  jiersonally  unknown  to 
him  (1"  3*  4");  ihete  is  not  ihc  Blighlest  referenc*  to  his  long 
■ninon  among  them ;  and  while  Paul  could  write  k-iicrs  without 
■Cfiding  greetings,  the  'I'hosnionian  epistles,  e.^.,  contain  definite 
allusions  to  the  apostle's  relations  with  the  church  which  are 
conspicuous  by  their  absence  from  Ephesians.  In  spite  of  all 
arguments  to  the  contrary  {e^.  by  Comely,  Henle,  Schmidt, 
Rinck  in  SK.,  1849,  948  f. ;  Alford,  and  A.  Kolbe  in  his  ThtoL 
C^mm.  iihtr  das  trsU  Capital  dts  Brie/a  an  iit  Efhtser,  Stettin, 
1S69),  thc«  is  no  internal  evidence  to  prove  that  Ephe»us  was 
the  church  (or  even  one  of  the  churches)  addressed,  and  much 
to  the  ooRtrary.  Some  Greek  commenlntors,  beginning  with 
Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  ingeniously  got  over  the  difficulty  by 
arguing  that  Eph.  was  written  before  Paul  had  reached  Ephcsus 
—^.  detpcnte  hypoihc*is  whidi  need  not  be  seriously  refuted. 
Even  when  the  epistle  is  attributed  10  a  Pauline  disciple,  it  is  not 
probable  that  it-  '£^^41  (so,  t^.,  Klopper,  34  f. ;  and  Holtzmann, 
Cp.  Corssen  in  ZNW.,  1909,  35f.)  was  an  integral  part  of  the 
ftddren.  Paul's  intimate  connection  with  the  church  of  Epiicsus 
WIS  ootorious,  and  any  one  writing  in  his  name  must  have  known 
better  than  to  make  him  address  the  Eplicsian  Christians  as  if  he 
and  iliey  had  no  personal  acquaintance  (cp.  ■•*  j*).  To  defend 
ill  origirulily  by  postulating  the  writer's  ignorance  of  the  relation 
between  Paul  and  Ephesus  is  a  lenr  4*  forte  of  crttid»iii,  which 
^contradicts,  intrr  alia,  the  affinities  of  the  writing  with  Luke. 
The  same  considerations  l«ll  against  the  ciiculaihypothcsis 
vbich  regards  Ephesus  as  merely  one  of  the  communities  for 
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which  the  epistle  waa  designed.  Paul  would  oerutnly  have 
made  some  distinction  in  the  bodjr  of  the  epistle  between  readen 
well  known  to  him  and  others  to  whom  be  wu  a  stranger  (cp. 
Haupi  on  this  point).  It  is  unnatural  to  imagine  that  he  would 
have  silently  grouped  the  diurch  of  Ephesus,  or  even  the  adjoin- 
ing churches  (to  many  of  which  he  was  personally  kirawn,  cp.  Ac 
19'*  io»'),  with  communities  who  had  no  personal  connection  wHh 
himself.  This  notion,  that  Eph.  was  dnigned  for  a  «ridcr  circle  of 
churches  than  Ephesus,  originated  with  Beu  ('  sed  susptcor  non 
tarn  ad  Ephcsios  ipsos  pn>pric  missam  cpistolam,  quam  Ephesutn 
ut  ad  octerait  A.siaticas  ecclesia.i  transmilteretur'X  and  was  wotked 
up  by  Archbishop  Ussher  into  the  hypothesis  of  a  circular  leiter, 
which  has  been  practically  the  dominant  view,  tvct  since,  of 
thoie  who  hold  to  the  Pauline  authorship  (to,  most  recently, 
].  Rutherford,  St.  PauPs  Efp.  lo  Colcssx  and  Laeikta,  1908). 
The  funhcr  identificaiion  of  £ph.  in  this  form  with  the  letter 
mentioned  in  Col  4"*  (Laodicea  being  one  of  its  recipients)  b 
generally,  though  not  universally  held,  along  with  the  circular- 
hypothesis,  llie  latter,  however,  is  not  Irce  from  difficulties. 
Primitive  Christian  epistles  designed  for  a  wide  drde  of  churchei 
were  composed  otherwise  (cp.  i  Co  i'-*.  Gal  1');  the  iMtkin  ol 
copies  with  blanks  for  the  local  address  is  not  true  to  ancient 
methods  of  epistologiaphy ;  besides,  we  should  expect  traces  of 
several  readings,  and  at  best  the  retention  of  ly.  If  hr  Kao&ud^ 
had  been  the  original  reading  in  i',  the  change  to  i»  ^t^ia^ 
becomes  unintelligible ;  and,  vitt  verm,  if  h  'E.^u>  was  in  ihe 
autograph,  Marcion's  change  bccomct  almost  inexplicable.  As 
none  of  the  conjecttiral  emendations,  such  as  aar'  *I/i«r  for 
■at  wioToit  (Ladcuie  in  RB.,  190a,  575-580),  or  t6**<nr  foe 
'Z<i,if  11  (R.  Scott),  is  prolwble,*  the  all-^rnaiircs  are:  (a)  that  the 
place-name  was  lost  at  an  early  period  from  copies  of  the 
autograph ;  or  (6)  that  1'  originally  ran  vMt  Ayl«it  nit  daw  m 
irivroli  h  XpuiTf  'lijvov.  When  the  sub-Pauline  date  of  the 
writing  is  assumed,  the  latter  theory  becomes  decidedly  superior, 
in  spite  of  the  difhcultic^  which  attach  to  the  interpretation  of 
the  words.  It  is  preferable  on  the  whole  to  take  wMrmt  in  the 
sense  of /ai/ifitl  rather  than  of  Relieving  ;  the  latter  intcrpreUtioo 

*  Baljon  {7hr4l.  StuJint,  1SS5,  146-147)  amilt  n't  tttur,  and  P.  EvM 
{NKZ.,  1904,  560'56S)conjc<luieid'>«rTroi'ifor  t><«t  ttitfi'*.  'lolhowwho 
ore  belixed  uid  believing'),  while  D  cmiu  roii  [to  Zahn) ;  but  Ihe  diffinit 
•t«v  wu  in  Oiigcn'i  lot,  and  thcM  I*  do  teuon  to  iu»p«el  it*  ortglnality. 
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would  most  naturally  imply  Jews  who  were  also  Chrislians,  and 
the  tenor  or  the  homily  tells  against  thia  characterisation  of  its 
audience. 

Tbe  adniiM  on  I^iul't  Idta  of  unity  U  ihU  Eph.  convlates  th«  two  con- 
ccf)t»ni  of  Chtiit'i  tupfCRiac;  and  the  uniljr  of  ChrtstUn*  by  running  buck 
the  bttct,  /.(.  tbe  \6ral  church'*  aniijr,*  to  Ih«  tapttmaxf  at  Chiul  u  the 
<iiwif  and  rclisiout  head  of  the  univrii*.  In  ihit  ny  ihe  cpiMle  rcprticnti 
thtdloiut  of  Ihc  Pauline  devclopmenl ;  iu  theme  ii  "nnt  tlmply  the  unity 
of  ihcchureh,  bui  the  unity  of  the  thutcb  in  JautChriit  lupicme.  Thi4  Paul 
had  nnt  ptnchcd  before" (M.  W.  }»cxHva%,  A  PntUm  in  f/T  Cntkitm,tJi\. 
The  farmer  dlvldan  of  Jew  and  Geniilc  ii  for  ever  abolltJied  by  Jeiiu  ChtiM, 
vbote  church  coDUiluta  the  linal  r?1aiionihip  of  man  to  God  ;  Ihi*  imaHipiat 
or  open  Kcret  a  hailed  ta  the  climax  of  rrvclaiinn,  and  Pant  i*  the  choKn 
Imsld  of  Ihe  meuage.  The  writer  correctly  icsirdii  Plaul'i  wotV  a*  th«  pre- 
MppoddoN  of  the  catholic  church.  The  ^'vrtii  (4*-  ",  here  only)  and  the 
f^F^  of  the  church,  aitalntd  at  the  rnult  of  I'aiil'H  jiropi^nda,  were  due, 
bvwevCT,  not  to  any  diplomatic  adjuilmenl  of  the  Ivo  psriiei,  but  to  Ihe  full 
arid  deep  apprcheniion  of  ihe  meaning  of  the  eospel  which  Paul  proclaimcid. 
The  author  don  not  di>par*gc  (cp.  3')  the  other  apoBtlci,  any  more  than 
Lok*  doe*;  on  the  contrary,  he  cxpreuly  aMnciilei  (he  apoti let  with  Paul 
In  thie  pcomuIiiBtion  of  the  church'i  univcnaliiy  and  unity  i  but  he  tnsttia  on 
Paol'i  importance  for  ihc  ilivino  unfolding  of  that  csiholic  unity  which  in  the 
hoarth  coipcl  it  run  bark  to  the  o(i|[iiu>l  teaching  of  Joui.  Similarly  the 
proUeoM  of  frcewiU  and  election,  which  were  ruied  in  Roman*,  arc  ienorrd 
■I  Eph.,  not  became  Paul  tell  now  dimatitfied  with  Ihe  aniwtn  he  hod  given 
(fo  DaTk*,/n'.,  tgoj,  460),  but  because  iKik  Paulinitt  inovr'l  in  a  region  of 
ibOBlht  where  wch  idioiyncnuiex  of  the  apoitle  were  Irantccnded. 

I  It  seems  probable,  therefore^  so  far  as  probability  can  be 
tached  in  a  matter  of  this  Ittnd,  that  the  epistle,  or  rather  homily 
in  einstolary  foim,  originally  had  no  notice  of  any  church.  It 
was  a  catholicised  version  of  Colos:tians,  written  in  Paul's  name 
to  Gentile  Christendom  (1"  3') ;  the  solitary  reference  to  con- 
crete conditions  (6'*'")  is  adapted  from  Colossians,  in  order  to  lend 
vraitemilaife  to  ihe  writing,  and  the  general  traits  of  the  homity 
rank  (1  among  the  catholic  epistles  or  pastorals  of  the  early  church. 
Haidoo  CTidcnily  conjectured  that  the  epistle  must  be  tliat 
referred  to  in  Col  4'*,  and  therefore  included  it  in  his  Pauline 
canon  under  the  title  of  irpixi  AaoSutVat.  The  title  wfwt  'K^itruitn, 
with  the  insertion  it  'F.ifiiirif  in  i',  was  cither  (a)  due  to  the  fact 
that  Ihe  Pauline  canon  of  the  diurch  was  drawn  up  at  Ephestls, 

f  •  Cp.  Schwiedrl  in  £M  31JO-3111  {"  From  the  divine  pT«de«ilnat{on 
of  tbe  choich  in  Eph  ("  j*^  •*".  Ilirre  ii  but  a  w'ncle  »lrp  further  to  that 
of  iu  pre-<v*ience,  which  U  acoepied  in  Ilcrmai,  I'll,  i!-  4.  I  aad  in 
aCI«n.  14*"^ 
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where  possibly  s  copy  of  Ephesians  was  preecrrfd,  utd  &on 
which  it  was  circuhted  (hence  the  title;  so,  t,g.,  i-Iaupl  um) 
Zahn) ;  or  (A),  as  Baur  &u|;ge^led,  to  an  editottal  oMnbination  of 
6"  with  J  Ti  4"  (Ti'xt»Ac  W  dirirTcOa  »h  'E#«ror).  The  latter 
hypothesis  does  not  seem  too  artificial,  espL-cially  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  Ephenus  has  other  links  to  the  circle  of  Pauline  traditions 
in  which  ihe  epistle  to  Timotheus  and  Titus  originated. 

I  7.  fltriffJ. — Th«  Irrminm  »/ fiKm  may  be  rough!)' fixed  by  the  Khron 
or  IhD  e^Ic  in  llic  later  Clintlian  litcnluie.  The  tiarirmtJ  iiinttnlainlimt 
of  Clem.  Rom.  3G'  BiBy  have  been  rag|>e:Med  tiy  Kph  4".  jutl  u  M/  'jra  tf 
f»ur  ktart  [Ocm.  Rom.  yt)  secnii  10  echo  Epli  1",  while  Eph  4*^  \\ 
rcfloct«d  in  Grm  Koin.  46*  (^ay  itv  nor  mt  Ge4  and  fin*  Ckritt  and  tmt 
Spiril^Jpvii  ilitd f»rih  ufvH  tut  amJ  ame  catitHg  ia  Ciriuf).  U  that 
(ep.  alw  Eph  i*~*  =  CI.  Kom.  64)  aie,  u  it  bmid*  10  thr  prcient  wriier.  man 
ihiui  coinclilcncM,  KphoUn*  iimM  have  been  oonipmed  komc  ilnn  previoot 
to  A.U.  96.  Twenty  yeus  lalet  the  eiiilence  oT  the  cpbile  beconte*  MlB 
more  plain,  Ihuugh  Ihe  glimpm  of  it  in  Ignatius*  (i.g.  5*  with  Polyk.  j' 
bin  }inir  tears,  rvtn  *J  M*  iM-d  Ike  ikunk  ;  i»  a"  wiih  Sroym.  1'  tii  MM 
Myf/itt  ciunA,  emhndtig  Jcwi  and  Genlilea;  4**  with  Poljli  I*  7Ut 
lutJ  ie  UHUy—ttitr  wilk  all  in  l^v,  J>  with  £pi.  l*  ttf  Ul  at  U  tawjtMU  M 
^imt^/«r)>yi'/n/tn  (urgimcMUid  ftqbeuancei  alio  ]' wilb  £|^A.  )9.*«d 
6"^  with  rolyh.  f?).  Aa  ditttncl.  \t  not  tnutc  M,  I*  it*  uM  by  Poljkatp  (ep 
Eph  J*  wilh  Pol.  I*  tiiawiHg  that  by  frart  yam  an  mxtd,  ml  «f  *Mrit,  til 
iy  Ihttvill  ^  Gtd  ikmiikjism  ciriii ;  Kph  4' with  Va\,  11'  dmIo,  nt  hit 
KtipiurU  dictum  ol,  Iiucimini  et  noMie  pecare.  rt  Sol  nnn  eocMat  «np(t 
ini^undiam  ueiliam,  etc.).  Beyond  ihis  it  it  ncfidlcu  to  (o  down  Into  (he 
icciiiid  century,  except  innuticcthetemfniKeDocafqi.  Tahn's  Mirt  irt  Hirmt, 
4llf.)  in  Ilemiu  \,t.g-  AlamL  iii.  I,  4,  Sim.  \x.  IJ,  17),  iU  oK  hf  the 
ValcDtiniaQ«(cp.  Iren.  i.  8.  4-j :  Hipp.  *i.  3),  and  the  likelihood  ihu  the  «*e 
or  4"  5"'  ia  Kpiph.  SG"  and  34"  pn>T(i  that  Eph.  u  well  *i  JudM  *al 
knawo  to  Mji>cu(.  ihe  gnixlic  founder  of  the  Maicoitan^  f.  a.o.  160.  To 
judge  from  Hippolyiui  {t.g.  t.  j{,,  vii.  15),  it  wat  abToaiite  among  Mveral 
eaily  piottie  teclt.  ^ 

A  tecond^cenluiy  dale  fof  the  eotcpoallkm  of  the  homily  (ki,  fonnctly,  f.f,,  V 
Btur,  llolunuuin.  Mangold,  POeidcrct,  Cone,  S.  Daridtoo,  Rorent*  liVr. 
pp.  65  f, ,  Brflcknei )  ■■  therefore  ruled  out ;  beiidta,  no  polemic  agaioU  either 
Montaninn  {to,  «./.,  Sehcegler,  ai];uln{  from  the  ecnpha^  on  ihc  Spirit,  the 
pteplieti,  etc.)  or  any  phase  of  Enoaticism  (to,  i^g.,  Hilgenfeld,  EiMJ.  669!) 

*  Ifnaiios  detcnbct  the  Epheoan  Chtitfiani  u  '  initialed  (ofcdtei  into 
ihe  mplcries  with  Pial'  (13  =  Eph  3*'*  etc),  'who  nukirlh  owDltM  of  yon 
in  tvoy  rpiille'— «  hypetboie  buud  on  i  Co  tfi^,  a  TI  I**,  I  T!  t*  ele. 
Bui  ti  11  a  hit  infereoee  ihai  he  did  not  kno»  '  Epheiiani '  irilh  lis  canoniol 
■ddieia  and  title.  While  hti  letter  lo  Ephevu  hai  trare*  of '  Ephetkm,'  It . 
never  niilScsM  that  the  lalter  h>d  ipcElal  Ephciiaa  astociatiMiilepb  ZaheiVtJ 
/gH^MVKt  JnlietJUn,  607f.)t  he  does  not  remind  the  Ef^okH  c(  FaaTa^J 
letter  to  them,  a  Cement  Rotn.  doo  th«  CoriothUn  chuich. 
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b  aodilble.'  The  tdrmmta  a  fua  a  fisti  bf  CotoHlnnit.  irhlch  wu  ceruinlr, 
■■d  I  PcUT  which  wu  pKibahly,  uird  by  Ihc  ■non]inini»  uMAtr  aJ  SjAaiti, 
E*aM,  who  r«Eudcd  Colouiani  u  written  by  Timotheut  under  Tiul'x  lupci- 
finaa,  held  that  Kphesianii  wj.\  compotd  bjr  t,  FauliniM  beiwrcn  A.D.  7; 
ttd  8d^  ud  if  the  tfrnuHiu  aJ  fiutii  U  exlended  10  f.  a.  p.  S5,  tliit  conjccluia 
OUJ  ictvc  U  a  Hoiking  hypotheiU  fot  ihe  general  period  of  Ihe  writing. 

While  the  liieraiy  leUtintisliipt  lii  ftppiDiimXclir  <1>e  date,  (hey  Ihiow  no 
ligbl  on  Ihc  place  af  the  homily'i  cam  position,  except  ihat  the  Incci  of  it* 
dRalMioo  in  An>  Uinot  luigetl  Ihc  Uiicr  province  u  iu  locns. 

PAt/l.-   TO  TIMOTHEUS  AND  TITUS. 

LtTSIUTDtiK.  —  {a)  Edilioiu  -  -  After  (he  dfth  oentury  homiljex  of 
Ch*Tioi(om  (cd.  Field,  1849-1855)  and  Ihe  comnicnWry  of  Theodon  *f 
MopiBUlia  (ed.  H.  B.  Swde,  Cambiiilce.  tSSi),  no  tjiceal  ediiiun  ofanj 
ricnUeuiee  appeared  till  the  Refotmalioti,  when  Calvin  (1549,  iSSA) 
pobtiihed  hit  Genevan  IcesliKs,  and  Luthn  wrote  his  Amufathnti  («d. 
Bnida,  LUbeek,  l797]iKe,(urihn.C.  VitfM»Tra»i,Oftrit MtrankiiiKMiii. 
etc.,  LyoQi,  1609)  I  Loub  de  Sotomayor  (Paris,  1610)  i  Charlex  lUpJne 
(Puit,  i6i»):  Groliut  {Aiaulali»iu$,  Pari*,  1641) ;  J.  D.  Mi^haelii 
(Gcttiriert),  1750):  Moiheioi  (i75S):  Bengel'i  Cntman  (1759);  lleyden- 
Rich,  dit  FaUsralbtitft  P.  trlaultri  (i8a6-iGiB)  *  t  Flatl'i  VarUtimpit  [ed. 
Kling,  i8ji)  i  C  S.  Matthie*  iSrtUruMg  drr  Piu/nnt/tru/,,  1840)  1  Mack, 
Ar^mmaUar  tttr  dit  Pmiteralbriife  liii  Apoit.  /■-■  (1841I ;  A.  S.  Patoi»on 
(1848);  Weisiign(in  OldhauMO'a  KemmtHlar,  vol.  v.  1S50,  En^,  tt..  New 
Yotk.  iSjS);  Oottenee  (Bldefeld.  iS6i|;  Iluther*  (Gvltingen.  |8M|: 
HiplDl'*  MrUanrng  (1S66):  Ewald  (lS7i)]i  Plitl,  db  PasiantlirUft, 
fntHirk  auigdtgt  (1873):  Hofntum  (1S74I;  P.  Fairbaim  [Tki  Pailtral 
Epittht,  Edin.  1874)!  J.  T.  Beck.  Erkl&rung  dtr  *  8'Uff  P.  tm  Tim.  \tA. 
LittdenineTYr.  1879) ;  Ellioou*  (iSSj)*;  Wace  \Spt^ttt't  C»mm.  ttt6)i 
Knoke,  Prail.-litrJ,  f^emmmtar  tm  dm  BuleralhrMm  Jet  Af.  Pau!ut 
(rSS7-tS89l:  Keuit  |i8SS)i  Kubcl  (in  Slruk-ZJlcklei'i.  A'«Rn.  18HS);  von 
Sod«s*(tf{:.  1893) •;  KnCil(eMl.ange"»ff.*<*/-»V*,  1894);  Rifxenhich  (- 
ZitckW,  1897) !  A.  E.  Homphreya  (Camtrbigi  BMt,  tS?;)  i  )■  H.  Betnard 
tCGT.  1899)*;  Stellhom  (1900):  Hoitan  \CB.  1901);  R.  M.  Pope 
ILoodoa,  I9>i}i  /.  P.  Lilley  IKdin.  1901)1  Kmkenberg  (1901);  Cone 
{t-tim.  NJtIa.  le  NT.  1901):  Weiu'(— Meyer,  190*)  •;  Wohlenbeig  (2A' 
1906)"!  Ft»M  Kochlei  (iWT".*  1907I:  /.  E.  Belter  (Freibu^  im  Breiisau. 
190?)*!  N.J.  D,  White  (JCT:  1910I. 

AIM  Jerome  {fooilh  ceniuiy),  Catpt  Cruclger  (Exfaiirir  htvis  ef 
j'amiliarii,  I  J4a|l  J-  J.  Breithaupi  (1703)1  Mosheim  {Srtlittingd/i  Britft 
mud.  TilHm.  1779)  •  Kulnoel  \ExpUittH  ip.  Pauli  ad  THum,  iSii):  and  J. 
S.  Howw (Snulh't  D8.  ill  I5x>-I53i)  on  Tito*:  Caiper  CniHger  (1541)  j 
C  EapenCMUt  \ln  fritrtm  tf.  ad  Tim.  temmnUitrim  el  digrttiitms,  Paiit, 

*  BMt^eoDtcnlloa  waa  that  EpI).  volceii,  Iniltnd  of  opposing,  gnosticlim, 
!  sad  thai  H  daiea  ftom  a  time  "when  the  gnostic  ideas  woe  Juti  coming  into 
[Cbtntailon,  aad  uiti  won  the  {ub  of  ianocent  ipeculatkoi "  (/^m/,  Eos,  u. 


396 


HOUILIKS  AND  PASTOKALS 


;j6l);  Mclanchthon  {EnanvrU  ffiiit.  P.  ad  Tim.  M  itrntnam 
tmmit^  l$f>t]  \  Tilemann  Heihuniiu  {reiim  in  frUrtm  tpitl.  P.  ad  T^R. 
X^ii) ;  Gcthard  [oJiBiatiMttt  ih  I  P.  ad  Tim.  tfiu«lam,  164]) :  A.  C 
Fleuchmann  (1791]  i  J-  A.  L.  Wcgicheidcr  (i8lo)i  M.  O.  C  Leo  \Piuli 
tfilt.  I  ad  Tim.  turn  cumm.  ftrfrlite,  Ixip^,  1837) ;  KOIHnc  (Ar  /  SHef 
P.  on  TSm.  aufi  luut  imtentH*!  «n./  auigflegl.  l8S>-7)t  UddoB  <lB97ll 
and  Sir  W.  M.  R»nmy  (£>/>.*  i9oSf,l"n  t  Tim.;  C  Eipencaen  (Puit, 
1564);  J.  El.  Rcmbowilii  (1751):  M.  G.  B.  Leo  \\ty))',  BafanMit.At  Mr- 
Ptstonlhriift.I.dtr  il  71*1".  {iRTiJ'onsTiin,  1  with  Miwbdm  (£>Uirw 
d^rUy.itn  Hri'f*  da  Afi.  Pamii  an  dm  Timaikoim,  Htmbwg,  1755^.  and 
HiimpUc  (Smith't  DB.  m.  1507-1571)  on  1  and  1  Ttm. 

{i\  Sludia — (i.)  ^encnl : — P.  Anton  {Extfttiitht  AHaxJiungtit  dir 
PaiUrantit/t,  1753];*  vnn  den  E»  {PauU  aJ  7'itum  tfiti*!*  turn  *iiadtm  ad 
Til.  tff.  amposiu.  Lcydcn.  1S19)  1  L.  R.  Rotle  \Dt  OMlHtnlia  tpia. 
fmiltn^kuK,  i84i)i  Sclmiliii);  i,Dit  ntiasU  UnttrimkuMgnt  Mitr  dit  tag. 
Pttl»raltri//i,  1II4S);  A.  Salnlct,  £ludis  critiqtut  tar  ttt  trait  btlrufaU. 
altrilmi4t  i  S.  rami  (1E51):  Schcnkd  (fit.  i*.  39)^01):  iuUiki  (fSX. 
X.  3S&->S9) ;  Cinclli,  Dt  mihtnfia  ifiil.  failarahint  <BtnIaii,  l!f6sh 
Pdaldcrct'*  Paulinismui  (Ene-  <t.  ii-  fjb-m);  J.  K.  BoUe,  Tkt  tfifi.  tf 
Pamt  wriliin  afur  k*  tmaoM  a  fritfuir  (New  Vatk,  1SS7) :  DviMoet 
{Exfoiitai'i  Bibit,  1S8S] :  HnM.  Dit  Htttukimt  d.  NT  HirUtttri^ 
(1SS9) )  Bouniuin,  WmA  enttfu*  lur  Itt  fait.  Ifltm  (1890)  t  llucb  {EB,^, 
'PutonLli'li  lUinack  \ACL.  a.  1.  480-485,  7lO-7ll|:  Moffiui  \iiBL 
5079-5096):  W.  \jxV  \DB.  iv.  768I.);  Jaciuier  {INT.  L  35^  414), 
Mid  R.  Scuit,  Th*  Pimli'H  Sfiitkt  (1909),  pjx  iiSf.,  3i9f.  (IL)  ipcdkl^ 
tffiiiA  the  Pauline  nuthoiihip  o{  one  or  alli— 5tUeiennacher{M<r  A*)«4r- 
irttm  Brit/  Jti  P.  aM  dm  7'im.,  Sin  Jtril.  Srndulinittit  an  G*m,  Bcriio, 
1807  :  cp.  hi*  H'trit  *■  nml.  it  3ii-ijo) ;  BMt,  dUr  ugm.  PularatMtft 
dii  AfoiUli  Pamtvi  (iSj5)*i  Schenkei.  Chriituskitd  J.  Apmlil  (163  T.); 
SchwcKlM  {NZ.  il.  I j8-t5J)  1  H.  J.  HolUmuin,  dit  Paiuralhrii/i  iritiiti  m. 
tMgrtiKh  ttJkanJia  (iSSo)  *  ;  Renui,  iii.  pp.  xxiii-liii,  t.  (eh.  Ti) ;  PAeldtm 
<.t/rc.  ii.  i6i-i80i  W.  BrUcknrr.  CAtvn.  377-aS6i  Wriuxcker,  AA.  a. 
lb%l,  359f.  ;  M.  A.  Kovcri,  Nitum-ltit.  UUirkwHJt^  (iSSS),  M-78:  J, 
tUviUe,  Z41  origiiHi  di  rifiiitfal.  L  a6af.  1  E.  Y.  llinckt,  /0£.  (1897) 
94^1 17 ('on  Ihc  kuUioiahip  »(  ihc  put.  rpiulet');  von  Sod«n  (/^Vr.  305 f.); 
Gould  (A'TTI.  I4>f.);  McO>fTcn(/f .4.  398,433)1  E.  Vbdiei<ZM( /^Mbu, 
tri^,  1904,  74-80) :  Knopf,  NZ.  it,  joof ;  Baljon,  AVT".  pp.  150-174  J  J. 
Stru)iia  {IftiimiHtur  NT.,  L(^^tlon,  1910] ;  A.  S.  Pnke  (/iVr.  6o--7i>. 
(iii.)  SchleiemMchcr  wu  uiiwcred  by  I'lanek  {Bim^tmgat  MUrdattntm 
Brirfait  Tim.  iSoS) )  Baur  by  M.  BaumgirlcD  [dit  Eri/Mt  d.  PaitaraJ- 
hri^,  Bnlin.  lSj7>,  lod  Muihie*  (1840)  1°  puticuhr ;  uid  the  iniiUlintMl 
*{ew  WM  mainlained  by  >  >eric«  of  vriiccn,  including  Good,  AulkeHl,  dtt 
tfftrttfasl.  iMonlaubtn.  itl^-H) ;  Duboit.  ftnJt  trilitm  twr  ramlktnl.  dt  U 
frtmi/ri/^.i  r>M.  11856);  and  DouiDcrEUe  [foMMttUirit/ t  Tim.  |8}6)[ 
bul  npcciollf  by  T.  Rudov,  dt  argtim.  Kill,  qitiktu  if^  faai.  arigt  PutUma 
imf^ata  til  (iSjJii  C    W.    OltOt  dit  tn'tdthlOtltat   Vtrkdttiim  dtr 


I 


\ 


I  Saiil  \o  be  Ihe  fint  wotit  wbcic  lh«  name  'psKottb'  cu  tw  fiaand 
applied  to  IhcK  epittlct. 
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if/i,  iSAo):  M.J.  Cnni«t(/SZ.,  18S7.  pp.  jf.):  Bcrtran<l,  nxn 
irilifiu  n^ /"MfAentitil/ Jei /f.  PaU.  (188S)  i  0,  G,  Finilby  *  (Ap|)cn<lii  In 
Kng.  II.  o(  Silutiri*'  /.'afiVri  Paul,  pp.  141-4021 :  f  lott,  CirMian  Siilttia 
(1S9S},  189-J17,  Mil  A.  RvcsS  (''■"  Schrift  u.  i.,iiihiihlt,  189$,  |ip.  59- 
108)  *  i  fbtlo*^  by  Ro<»,  <A>t  B'iifi  dti  af\l.  l\uiltti  n.  Jit  Rtdm  4ti 
HtrmJtM  (156-J01);  G.  n.  Gillwft.  St^tnti  Li/t  t/ nnU  [1699),  12$' 
J3»  I  J.  W.  Falcoiwt.  Frvm  AfvilU  It  /Vj«r/(i9oo).  109-146 ;  C.  T.  l*iirvM, 
CAriaiamlf  in  Af»H.  ^(1900),  pp-  i7Ct-i7fii  W.  E.  Bovrcti  IDtttti ^  flail. 
Ijtitri,  1900)1  C.  C.  Fbdlay  (lIutinEi'  X>S.  iii.  714''-);  W.  M.  lUmay 
iCXf.  pp.  ZtSt;  Si/,*  viii.  itaf.  etc,);  K.  D.  Shaw  (PauliK*  '>y.*  pp. 
413  r,);  T.  C.  Lauchlin  (7X<  Pailaral  Eff.  in  Ikt  Light  tf  ttit  Htmm 
tmptitmmaU,  Califcmii,  190511  It-  /■  KDowling  (TSf  Ttitimtc^  tf  St. 
fiatl  M  Chriit*,  1906,  pp.  111-147):  J-  I>.  Juiiet  (7^  Camiiundu  and 
Attimtkif  ^  Iht  Fmlora!  Efiillii,  1906};  CO*.  (1907)  6j-«6,  344-3j8: 
ButhC/iVr.  I  14).  "d  Z«hn  (■'A'7".  833371'.  (iv.)  on  ipfciil  poinui— 
Brckliaiu,  Sfttinw  fJiftuf/iuium  itr  itnatiiHi  dra{  X>7.  <(  rarttrihu 
Hiatdi Jtrmatii  in /rima  fftileU  i\uilima  ad  Tim.  (iSlO| :  Ad.  Cuniiu,  db 
Umfert ^m frifr  ifiii.  Tim.  txareta  til  <lSi8];  G.  B6hl,  tiktr 4it  Ziit dir 
Atfatmng  und  dii  Fau/im.  Ckara*ttT  dtr  Britft  an  Tin.  m.  Til.  (Berlin, 
1819L  coMervilive)  ;  W.  MMijold  (jPiV  Irrlihrtrdar  P^leralbriift,  Maiburg, 
i8j6):  EyUa,  5(ir  Ckrett»k^  At  PailvralbTit/i  (iSSUl ;  i:.  Brlin,  iVmiV 
nip  Aj  A'ih/.  A/r/liftul  temballtui  dam  ta  tp.  fail.  (18651;  Illljienfcid 
(ZffT,  iSSo,  448-4&4I :  Haret,  U  Ciritiianisnii  tl  tti  iriginis.  iv.  376-3S0 
(1884)1  Henri  Boil.  /PT.  (iSSS)  145-160  (-/or  £»x«"  -iVr  PtsttnU- 
trkfi'y,  Clemen,  Einkiitiiikkiit  d.  Pa%tlin.  liri^ft  (1S94],  141-176;  A. 
KlOppo.  Z»'T.  (1901)  339-361  {'  Zur  Chriilohgit  lUr  fiulamltritji) ;  W. 
L(ilx«it.  Dit  IrritJatr  d,  PaiHiraliH^i{Bi-T.  liii.  3,  1909). 

%  I.  Ord^r. — In  addition  to  irpot  'E^/movt,  three  epUllei 
addreued  to  Timoihcus  (tjjo*  Ti/«!0«ic  A,  B)  and  Titus  (r^t 
TiTov)  ippcsLf  in  the  canon  under  the  name  of  Paul.  As  these  titles 
did  not  form  part  of  the  original  autographs,  the  eatly  church, 
vh'icli  took  ibem  as  written  wilhin  Paul's  lifeiime,  natuiall]'  argued 
frocD  the  tniemal  evidence  that  i  Tira.,  wtih  its  richer  individual 
reterences,  leflccicd  the  last  phase  of  the  apostle's  career,  and 
that  t  Tim.  was  eaiticr.  When  the  e[M>tles  are  recognised  to 
bctong  to  a  sub-Pauline  period,'  %  comparative  study  of  their 
contents  indicates  that  a  Tim.  is  the  earliest  of  the  three,  and 
I  Tim.  the  fuithe»l  from  Paul  (so,  e.g..  Mangold,  dc  Weitc, 
Reuts,  La  BibU,  vii.  143  f.,  703  f. ;  Baur,  Holumann,  von  Soden, 
Harntdc,  Pfleidcrer,  Roren,  Bourquin,  Brtickncr,  S.  Davidson, 
Bcyichl^  McGiffert,  Clemen,  Schniiedel,  Jtilicher,  R.  Scott, 

'  Cp.  Lock,  DB.  I*.  784 ;  "  On  Ihii  latter  BappcqilioD  the  priority  ol 
TlcBt  to  I  Tim.  voold  leem  ainioii  certain,  at  Iheic  aoald  be  10  Ilule  fCMon 
(or  like  iBiBe  viiiei  oompoiing  it  if  t  Tin.  were  ia  exiitenoct  and  istended  m 
4  geocrkl  ixtatlM.'* 
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jnd  Koehler) ;  cp.  HNT.  559-561-  The  more  adnooed 
StluatiOD  of  1  Tim.  is  betrayed  by  ita  sharper  emphuis  on 
i-cclesiaxtical  prooeduic ;  4^.  vltrtvt  in  its  objeclira  scdm 
occurs  four  limes  in  i  Tim.,  once  in  Titus,  nc^'cr  in 
1  Tim. ;  trainjp  of  God  "  only  occurs  in  1  Tim. ;  the  ^Mirm-tr* 
S(&(tfxa\ia  is  devaied  to  an  exIrAordtnary  position  t  in  \  Ti 
i'*,  atid  Ticis  af^ftunrcH  or  tcvm  la  confined  to  1  Tim.  (veven 
times).  1  Ti  i"""  is  prcBtipposcd  in  1  Ti  i",  «nd  there  b 
a  lieigblening  scale  in  2  Ti  a^-Tii  3*=i  Ti  i*,  i  Ti  1"  = 
I  Ti  1',  1  Ti  3'  =  i  Ti  41'-,  and  Til  i'=i  Ti  3*.  When  the 
author  wrote  1  'I'im.,  he  must  have  had  some  Pauline  materials 
or  sources  at  bis  conimand ;  this  preponderates  to  a  lesser  degree 
in  Titus ;  but  in  i  Tim.,  where  he  is  more  of  an  author  and  leu 
of  an  editor,  the  Pauline  back){tound  of  reminisccnoea  and  tra- 
ditions tccedes  before  the  tendency  of  the  writer  to  emphasise 
the  authority  rather  than  the  personality  of  the  apMtte^  to  fl 
become  more  severe  towards  the  errorists,  and  to  elaborate  ™ 
the  details  of  ccclesi^tical  oi^^anisalion  and  discipline.  In  this 
respect  the  supirnotiiy  of  3  'i'im.  i«  fairly  obvious,  and  ibe  proba- 
bility is  that  supctiofity  here  is  equivalent  to  priority, 

I  Tim.  wu  the  Tint  to  route  the  siupicloiu  of  critics  (J.  E.  C  Schaiib, 
Eimt.  i.  ajjC  1  Schtdeimachci),  and  il  U  udgiwil  to  ■  posi  ruillne  date 
tven  by  somo  who  incline  (u  accept  1  Tim.  u  ■  compoution  uf  Piul  (•■>,  t^., 
I.<iffler,  KttiiM  SikrifUH.n.  116  r.j  Ne«ndct,  Btcck.  and  Ileinnci,  Dtr  lilt. 
OtntiHr  d.  neulM.  Sckri/ttn,  IQoS,  64).}  WbIc  it  nol  foD  I  Tiip.,  « 
might  be  pliiuiUv  to  tcck  loom  for  tlie  otbo  two  wltliin  Ihcliftdint  ai  j'fld, 
but  all  ihiec  lijui£  [ogcthci.  and  Ihcy  hung  ouuidc  <be  hitloricil  cum  of  ifac 
•jMMtlr.  The  ciiUcal  paiiiiun  underlying  the  following  [hsb  ii  Ihal  while 
Ihc  (liicc  c|>iiitlei  «e,  in  Culerldye'a  phiate,  JrwreXoi  Itai^«*i}(ii,  ihey  m« 
pscudonymoui  compouiioni  of  a  Paulinist  who  wrote  during  ih«  jicriud  of 
mniilion  inin  (he  iicu-calliolic  chuich  o(  ihe  tccoiul  c«nluiy,  wiih  the  aim 
iif  stfcguuilini;  ihe  common  Chtisiianiiy  of  the  age  in  lecini  of  the  great 
fiulioc  tndiiion.     lie  knew  Paul'i  epiillcs  and  vencraied  bU  gual*!,  but 

*  In  coniiast  to  the  ipiotlic  antiihesi*  bclwRo  God  the  Creator  and  Cod 
the  Saviour. 

t  A*  an  aniithMli  to  pwricidt,  maliicide,   and  other  ■bnonnal  tkvi. 
"Thisil  so  unnalural  an  application  of  ibe  term  that  ws  can  hafdly  bdieve 
that  Paul  himieK  uied  il  in  wch  a  conaection,  but  rather  aoottwr  writar 
imitated  the  Pauline  expNMion  "  (Blcek,  INT.  ii.  8j-S6). 

S  Helntlci  wriiei:  "dei  tweile  Tiiuoiheaibiief  wohl  von  Pknlu*  seHat 
mfaai  itt,  wUitend  dem  Tilua  uod  dem  enten  Timotheiubriet  Wcfauofm 
dc*  Faului  Ubei  Gcnieindcorg&iiiMlion,  (ioIindieuN!,  Lehre  uod  litlUdw 
Pfllchlcti  dei  Gemeindeleiier  lugiimde  liegen.  wclche  io  StidTorm 
geCuai  tind," 
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ha  had  abo  mcvm  to  tone  Pauline  rWnfVM  u  »«U  u  to  tndilioc.i  which  iie 
DOl  rqitcMnlcil  ui  Lnke'i  hiilory.  The  poxloiali.  rtpKlally  i  I'im.,  «tr 
CMDpcaitc,  uid  Ihcy  diow  furthei  Iracts  «f  suliK«|u?nt  accretion.  Jl_js 
uatlkdy  ihat  llioc  wiiliiict  wrrc  nolliine  mocc  than  (he  [nixluirte  vl  a  later 
Pulinnt^  iavRitive  imaslnaiimi  uid  icvercncc,  woikinK  (lo  lliilltmunn, 
ly^  tit.  yi.)  on  the  book  of  Acts  and  the  Pauline  lettera.  Mm)'  of  (he 
dMalU,  «Y-  ">"  tcfeicnott  10  P«ol'»  cluak  uii  btwltv  (j  TT  4^"),  m  loo 
cntnuuianiial  and  conciete  to  be  eipUined  opon  my  «ach  hj'polheili.  Ko 
Ihevrjr  o(  vetiiiRiiliiuilc  accounts  lor  them,  any  moie  than  (or  the  nUmeroiu 
■lliuiont  loaponiijlic  Tigutet,  whidi  pkce  ilicm  In  a  dlDerenl  hclii  (rum  thai 
of  the  oarliei  traditioru.  Futthermoic,  at  ha  olica  been  urged  (cp.  Lemmc, 
pf,  jL,  txiii  Kicnkel,  pp.  449f.)  with  true  historical  iought.  tlieverydii- 
crc|aiidca  and  roughneu  in  the  various  utualioiu  pteauppoaed  lhtou|[hou< 
tke  «{Nitlca.  Bpeciallf  in  i  Tim.,  are  enouEh  to  iodicnie  that  (he  writer  had 
Dot  ■  Eree  hand.  Ceitain  Indiiloni  Uy  before  him,  oral  or  written.  He  wu 
not  ikctrhinu  a  putely  iuiuciniKy  ki  of  circuculiuicet,  but  wa>  cnj^iced  in 
working  up  maleiiali  whicli  were  not  alwayt  quite  tractable. 

Tlie  apocrypha]  trictcnce  in  i  Ti  j'  threw  autpicJuni  on  that  epistle  it 
an  miy  date :  *  Item  quod  ait  ji/ut  I-miui  tt  Ata»%irti  rtitiUniHl  Miti  non 
inoaiiluf  in  puUid*  tcripturii  sed  in  libra  tecieto  qui  suprascrilHtur  lannct 
at  Uanbtaa  liber.  Urnle  auti  lunt  quidain  epitiuUni  ad  Timolhtuni 
RpellcM,  quail  habcniero  in  k  tealam  aticulu*  tecicti ;  ted  nun  puluetunt ' 
tOiigen.  M  AtMlM.  set.  117).  This,  however,  woi  n  paiung  curioiily  ol 
early  crilidim.  The  reaaoni  which  have  led  to  the  wldcHptead  traclion 
agaiut  the  ttadiijonal  hypothait  of  the  poiloruli  ate  buod  on  thdr  dielion, 
tbeolocical  ■I'l  eccteiiaiiical  ttandpoint,  and  eocleuaMical  lendenciei.  The 
■ab-Pauline  elenicnu,  h  la  tightly  utged,  arc  decUlve  for  a  date  later  than  iiny 
in  t^|J'«  Kfriinif.  Out  any  arguments  in  Tairour  oT  the  hypotheiii  that  Paul 
wrote  ihctt-lcUcit  will  \x  Ixal  met  iiiJir«ctly,  in  the  courie  of  a  potitire 
italeenoit  of  the  Other  podtlon. 

§>.  Contenti.~{a)  In  Ibe  first  part  of  1  Tiro,  (("-ai*)  Ihe 
emphasis  falls  on  stiRcring  with  snd  for  the  gospel  as  a  note 
of  genuine  Chrcnianily.  The  greeting  (i''*)  is  follo»-cd  bjr  a 
thanksgiving  for  Timoiheus'  unfetji^ed  faith,  and  an  exhortation 
against  being  ash.-imed  of  Paul  and  the  Patiline  go&pcl  in  their 
hour  of  adveniiy.  Paul  urges  his  own  example  to  the  c»ntTary 
(i'*),  togrthtrr  with  the  example  of  a  brave  Asiatic  Christian, 
OocsiphuTus  (!'*■"),  This  Pauline  gospel,  of  which  endurance 
is  a  leading  feature,  Timotheus  as  Paul's  deputy  is  to  teach  (a'') 
to  bis  subordinate  agents,  and  to  practise  himself  (a"-)!  with  the 
certainty  of  ultimate  success  and  reward  {s**").  The  second 
section  of  the  epistle  lays  stress  on  the  wordy,  bitter,  and  barren 
OMttroversiea  which  endanger  this  trust  and  tradition  (i'*'-)- 
ITieir  immoral  consequences  atid  methodi  are  hotly  expOM;d 
(3'*);  then  Timoiheus  is  warned,  by  Paul's  own  example  (3'"), 
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that  ftuirering  not  ease  is  the  mark  of  the  true  gospel,  and  lt»I 
innovations  (j""-)  arc  to  be  eschewed.  After  solemnljr  laying 
this  chir^e  on  him  (4''*),  Puul  i|>(;alcs  uf  hi!>  own  posiiion  (4*^). 
and  the  letter  closes  with  a  number  of  piivatc  and  pcrsonil 
data. 

The  KiihoT  evidently  mctint  ihc  «pltll«  lo  be  uken  m  «cnt  by  Flul  I 
hia  Komun  iiapiltonniciii  (q>.  4'=  !'^  ■'  1")  '^  Tlmolheus  tt,  some  1 
place  (petlwpiio  Asm  Minot,  t'"^").  tot  an  ntlcmpt  10  ripUn  4***- u  w 
•llutlon  to  Paal't  ddcnoe  Matt  FrIU,  we  Krenkd't  Btitnift,  pp.  434^, 
44](.;  Krcyenbuhl'i  Evglm  d,  IVairkiit  I1900),  i.  lljr.,  and  Erbet  » 
ZXIf.,  1909.  iiSr.,  i9Sr.,  wiih  Spiim't  t/rr.  i.  iJl.  But  (tec  t.U>vt,  p. 
169)  ilic  rcfrrcDcc  ii  ubviuiiily  to  ihc  finl  iU£e  of  the  Ronum  uul  (q>. 
Ph  1"''):  in  any  <tue  it  <Joci  not  imply  tcquiital  inil  reltoK  (Ztho). 
Di.  T.  C>  Lau|[liliii  (see  Iretow)  it  oblignl  to  rcfrf  tho  finl  deftact  10  ■ 
luppoicd  Uhti  of  Paul  befuic  the  Efhaun  couiti  (Ac  ig**),  whkfa  te«*en 
more  im probable, 

Bilmii'D  ingeniouily  u»1yK«  the  cpi«ll«  Ihac  3**"  det«Iapt  ifl,  a**^ 
dcvelopi^  :*,  and  j'"*  ^  develojn  1*.  Otta'i  cUailiMtion  kltempis  to  arrange 
the  content!  undei  the  three  noiei  of  (he  wrtvfta  in  1'. 

Kof  ■  icilual  dltciiuion  of  i'*  ep.  Ketch'*  /\tM!iniimur,  pp.  aSS-a^g. 
The  luiifipirai  of  4"  were  piobibl;'  pngiHanS  mmiraiu/  or  ihccu  ka 
ptivste  memnraDda.  The  ^i^Ma  mijr  have  incliided  Ihe  Laffm  or  erangelM 
tcriplum  from  which  t  Tl  5"  it  quoted  (no  Retch) ;  but  Ihii  it  •  nert 
OHi}eetu(c.  See,  eencmtly,  Bill's  Dtu  Jntttt  SmttBtitM,  pp.  jof.,  SSC; 
Netlle't  Eiif.  39  f..  and  Zahn"»  GK.  a.  938-943. 

(4)  The  construction  of  the  epistle  to  Tilusjsjimpler  and 
more  lucid  than  that  of^  the  other_Wo  piutorals.  Aflcf^hc 
greeting  {i^"*),  Paul  i]ii(cusses  the  rules  for  the  conduct  (A 
presbyters  or  bishops  in  Crete,  in  view  of  current  cnoTS  and 
local  vices  (1'").  He  then  slteldiex  'the  sound  doctrine' 
which  Titus  is  to  inculcate  on  a^ed  men  (1'')  and  women  (1*^), 
younger  men  (2***)  and  staves  (j*"'*),  in  the  light  of  what  God's 
grace  demands  (i"*')  from  all  Christians.  This  is  enlarged  and 
enforced  (3''"),*  in  view  of  the  position  of  Christians  towards 
ihc  out&idc  world;  instead  of  worldliness  or  wrangling,  ethical 
3uj>eriority  U  to  be  Ihe  aim  of  all  believers.  Then,  with  a 
persona]  message  (3'-*'^X  ^^  epistle  ends. 

The  literary  wltEnc  got*  h«cl  to  tome  «arly  Intdillnn  which  anoddad 
■  hiuline  miiaion,  under  Titus,  with  Crele :  the  iiUnd.  oHng  to  iu 
piniiUin,  wu  a  fivourile  wintciing-place  for  vnicl'i  (cp.  RaoiMy.  fltmltM 
Mtd  tlitr  Studiii,  1907,  76),  aiul.  In  the  abaence  of  lil  infonwukn  aboai 

*  On  the  (ob-paiiljnc  tona  of  jf.  cp.  Sokolowtki't  Gtiu  mm  lOm  M 
Aa-Audfoj),  loSt 
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the  origin  of  CntAo  Chriitianily,  il  ii  a  mwinabTe  conjtcturp  llint  ruil  ma/ 
hate  tdudidl  at  Cicte  duitnj;  one  of  hin  vnyaitM  cvrii  ptint  (rp.  ]^"  wilh 
Ac  Jo*|  lo  Ac  JT*.  There  wus  a  Wrong  Jeuith  element  in  ihu  popglalion, 
which  Kciin  to  explain  Iha  local  Blluiioiu  in  1'"'  3*.  On  l)ic  otiKinal  bo&ii, 
in  Eplncaldct,  (ot  llic  handi  aiUck  upan  ihe  Cirtan  chanctct,  cp.  Rcndel 
lUnb  to  £x/'li.  31; T.,  iir.  333  f.,  and  abcne,  p.  35. 

(f)  I  Tim.  is  more  discursive  a,n(l  miacvllaneous  than  a  Tim., 
but  the  practical,  ecclesiastical  motive  of  the  cpiallc  (3}*  Tavnf 
ffcM  YfM^iii  .  .  .  Tva  tl&^  viit  £((  Iv  oinif  6tou  ifturrpi'^ti^Sai)  in 
birly  obvious  throughout  its  somewhat  desultory  contents.  After 
the  greeting  {i'*),  I*«ul  contrasts  (i'")  the  methods  and  aims 
of  nome  ooniemporary  antinomians  at  Rphnus  with  'the  sound 
doctrine'  of  his  own  ^gospel,  of  which  Timotheus  (i'"*')  is  the 
natural  heir.  The  writing  then  pnKscs  forward  into  the  first 
(3-3)  of  its  two  sections.  Regulations  are  given  for  various 
sidiM  of  church-life :  (n)  for  whom  (i^'-)  and  by  whom  (i") 
prayer  it  to  be  ofTervd— the  latter  direction  drifting*  into  a 
word  on  the  subordination  of  wonaen ;  and  {i)  the  qualifications 
of  iriffMirrm  ($*"*),  deacons  and  deaconesses  (i*"").  The  closing 
words  of  the  action  (3'*")  imply  that  such  care  for  the 
worship  and  organisation  of  the  chuich  as  a  pillar  and  prop  of 
the  truth  cannot  wholly  prevent  moral  abcrraiions  and  heresies ; 
hence  the  second  section  (4-6)  deals  with  Timotheus'  attitude 
towards  such  ascetic  errors  (4''*-  *■'*■  "■'•)  t  oa  well  as  towards 
individual  members  of  the  church  (s'*)!  parlicubrly  widows 
(S»-")lI  presbyters  (s'"*-),  and  slaves  (6'").  A  sliarp  word 
follows (6*'^)  on  the errorists  who  made  their  religion  a  profitable 
trsde,  and  with  a  solemn  charge  to  the  'man  of  God.'  the 
epistle  doses  in  a  doxotogy  (6"-'*),  The  postscript  contains  * 
charge  for  wealthy  Chri*  lian.i  (6"'"),  and  a  warning  for  Timotheus 
himself  agiunst  contemporary  yvHiatt  (6**"). 

la  5",  where  on  OT  quocniion  lin  side  by  nde  with  a  NT  Mflnc,  the 
iMIer  must  be  mken  m  eijiially  from  ft  Tpaf  4-  It  ii  aitiiidil  to  ranjeclure 
that  •  b^on  of  Jtau*  hai  been  looKly  appended  lu  the  fiirmer.  By  ihe 
lime  the  author  of  the  pMtoral*  wrote,  rither  Luke's  goapel  or  khd*  evan> 

*  The  inner  connection,  tuch  ai  it  1*,  between  1^  and  what  prceeda, 
protably  i*  to  be  round  in  ihe  thought  of  wunhip  luggeiling  the  qoallAca- 
livMof  thoic  wtio  pinided  nver  It. 

tOa4'*  Iri lra,yiJtrit],  see  Glaue,  Ait  V»U$tiHg  Mligm  Stiri/itn  im 
GHtadiniit  {li)Ol),  pp.  3S-]3- 

{KonMcb*  [B/T,  loi.   1,  31-31)  propoMs  (O  reattangc  5^  ibuti  j^ 
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gclic  oillcclicin  oaniuning  Lk  to^  WM  Kckoncd  u  )^M>  *nil  this  wogM  bt 
ini linll)  ciplaincd  if  Luke  w«re  ihc  luihor,  in  whole  o>  pari,  ol  the  puHnUi 
(kc  1i«1ow). 

§  3.  StnKturt. — The  moie  or  less  loOTe_cwnection  of  ihc 
thiee  epbtlcs  and  the  frequent  abnipUiC^s  or  awk«-ai(In6r~ol 
(ran^iition  between  successive  passages,  naturaJty  suggest  a  re- 
course in  the  ftrsc  instance  to  the  hypothcsb  of  transposTiJon  or 
reduction.  I'he  results,  howcvci,  do  nut  of  themselves  point  lo 
any  satisfaciory  solution  of  the  literary  problem, 

Tit  1^  cutjunly  mppc»ra  lo  be  a  nundinal  eIob  (m  O.  RiudJ,  TLZ., 
1885,  609:  Knoke,  pp.  M?  f.  i  Hainack,  ACL,  710  (.,  Bnd  M<OilIcil,  cp 
BHi.  50911,  liniikim;  ihe  connection  between  1'  {Irvwirmta)  and  1" 
ytlalr  yifi  vdXXal  irvriraiiToi) ;  ii  in*y  hftve  been  «ddcd  nil»e<|i>eii(lr  by  the 
■uihor  hiniKlF  |cp.  I  Ti  }"!  or  iiuwted  bjrm  later  «ditui  iiilrievied  in  tbr 
muiud'hicil  e)iUcup4ie.*  Simllvly  I  Tt  s'  ha*  probably  (ot  dUjiUced  Icp. 
EBi.  5080]  from  between  4'  uid  4*  (lioluniBnn),  or  4"  antl  4"  |Bob, 
Krinneckc),  thi;  motive  of  Ihe  ehBn|[«  (unlea  it  wu  »cd<lental|  living  (he  dciire 
■if  lormc  eiipj'Kl  lo  (jualify  iyrit.  Il  li  tcarecly  aile<|Uiite  to  Irca)  (l  ■Cfriy 
ai  pairtiihctical,  or  (with  Owen)  to  place  il  after  5*.  Knatdibull  md 
Bnkliuyien  prefer  to  'iniil  it  rnlirely  aa  a  later  glou,  while  CaUfal  and 
Itcydenreic))  lu^KcktcU  lliat  j<*^l*  was  wrillen  no  ihe  iiuiipn  ori|>iaaIly. 
More  diuiicAlly  P.  Ewald  {/'toiati/i*  ttlr.  dm  Ttiu  dts  1  Tim.  1901) 
ciiiijeciurei  thai  by  ■(>  accidental  ili'jiUrement  of  llio  fi-tgitld  or  learn  tn  the 
original  copy  1  Tj  i'*""  has  been  diiplaccd  from  tielwccn  I*  afid  I*,  aod 
^"-4"  (rom  after  6' ;  which  oertainly  smooihei  out  the  toughiMM  of  the 
IfBiikiiiuii  t  ai  various  pointt-  Thr  awkwaiil  tiantlllons  in  J**""  have  alw 
■ugiccMed  a  textual  irreguLuiiy  which  hu  been  Tarioiuly  cured,  <./.  by  the 
deletion  of  3"  (Naliet.  Murm-iiynt,  tS7S,  jyi),  or  iti  temoral  10  a  place 
between  j'  and  3'°  (Knuke  uniiitine  3",  lleuc  putting  3"  between^ and 
3").  4'  il  alvi  awkwaid  in  its  pineni  site,  but  It  need  not  be  u  intcqiok- 
lion  (Boit,  Ilaljon),  lhou|;h  "il  ii  very  prolnblc  thai  the  Paitoral  Epiilln 
(especially  I  Tiiu.J  conUin  many  lntct|»!>klioii(  In  which  uatementi  atiottt 
errors  and  even  dlirctions  about  diKipltne  have  been  tooiewhal  altered  to 
mil  the  reijuifeineiiit  of  the  iniifiilc  ill  tlie  second  c«nt«ry.  1'hii  is  what 
would  naturally  linppen  tn  a  document  which  ms  used,  as  we  know  ibew 
epistle*  were  used,  fui  a  manual  of  tcdenaAical  procedure"  ILandBy, 
Cinrti  aiti Ministry  in  Barty  CfilH'iti*,  I4I^ 

*  I  Clemen  {Sin^iUK^ttii,  p|).  tS7  t)  and  Hetae  (pp,  148  (-.  whu 
begiiu  at  l')  extend  the  interpolation  to  Ihe  dote  of  v.",  on  loade^uaie 
pennd).  The  connection  between  vv."  and  "  Is  qule  good,  and  there 
k  no  real  dlfficuliy  about  Eplmenides  bdng  ityted  a  pnph«l  looaely 
after  v.". 

t  Better   than   the  (lanspoitlioa  of  i**^  to  a  place  between  1*  and 


I 


1Bots>,  which  leaves  loo 
alludon*  lo  the  law  in  1*, 
litrfi  of  l"-  and  I**, 


lai|[e  a  gap  between  rtiiiiiliU.a^a.\ai  (i'|  and  the 
allhoii^  it  gira  a  ^ood  conoectioa  beiweea  tbe 
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On  a  closer  examination  into  their  literaiy  unily.  the  ((tislles, 
and  especially  i  Tim.,  at  once  reveal  different  sirata.  Thus  in 
»  Tiro.,  1"""  and  j'*"'*  arc  plainly  erratic  boulders  as  they  lie; 
both  intenupt  the  context,  and  both  contain  material  *  which 
b  genuinely  Pauline,  The  same  holds  true  of  4****,  powibly 
even  of  4«-»*  in  the  main,  within  which  !'*■'•  is  somclimcs  held 
to  have  originally  lain  (ufiei  4'*  McCilTert,  after  4"  Knoke). 
But  even  4<'>-  *-'^  is  not  homogeneous,  although  it  is  easier  to 
(eel  differences  of  time  and  temper  within  its  contents  than  to 
disentangle  and  place  the  various  elements  of  which  it  ia 
coa)potcd.t  'I'hus  v."'  {LuAe  alone  is  with  mt)  hardly  seems 
coiuonant  with  v.*"*  {EuMus  saluin  tket,  and  so  do  Pudtns 
and  Linus,  and  Claudia,  and  ail  Ike  brothers) :  if  Timotheus  was 
to  rejoin  Paul  at  once  (vv>  "),  it  is  not  easy  to  sw:  how  he 
could  devote  himself  to  the  local  discharge  of  the  duties  laid 
on  him  in  i'-4'  (cp.  Simcox,  ET.  x.  430-431,  on  the  unlikeli- 
hood ihal  the  commissions  and  cautions  of  4'»-i>-  "s*  could  have 
come  from  a  dying  man).  Such  phenomena  X  have  led  to  schemes 
of  recon  struct  ion  which  attempt  to  solve  the  complexity  of  the 
epistles'  structure  by  recourse  to  partition-methods,  especially  in 
the  esse  of  a  Tim.  The  presumably  authentic  material  is 
analysed.  .■^.,  as  follows,  (a)  von  Sod<;n  :  ,if.  s-*^  ".  U-i»(«.  »i«»>) 
^«-ta  »i-M  =  g  genuine  letter  written  from  the  close  of  the  Roman 
imprisonment.  (*)  McCiffcrt:  i'-"  (excqjt  i"''-  '*'•)  (ii- •i*') 
^i*  »«.  i*-i».  sib.  ID  written  towards  the  end  of  his  imprisonment 
and  life,  a  complete  epistle,  'his  dying  testament'  to  the  favour- 
ite disciple  who  was  to  carry  on  his  work  at  Ki>hc«us.  {() 
[)r.  T.  C.  Laughlin :  4»-*'"  (a  note  written  from  Macedonia, 
shortly  after  Ac  ao'),  the  rest  of  3  Tim.  written  after  Philip- 
p«ai»  from  Rome.  {,d)  Hausralh  (iv.  161  f.):  |1A'I«+4"-h  tike 
Phil  3'-4,  written  soon  after  his  airiral  in  Rome,  the  fotnier 
after  his  first  trial.  Other  analysisis  tind  incorporated  in  1  Tim. 
a  fragment  written  from  the  Cxiarean  impriionment ;  e^.  (a) 
Hitiig  {Utter  Johannes  Marms,  1843.  154  f),  who  distinguishes 

•  Lcmnic  {D«i  tthi  F.rmiAnHHgiukrrthtn  dtt  Af.  Pvmlui  an  Tan.  18S1), 
lIcMC,  ukI  Kicokcl  nwdldily  omii  i"*-  '••. 

tEw«IduscMdvv.**"«nd  >»•"  to  Romft  vv.i^'*[a  Macedcnis,  during 
PhTs  tUtd  tow  from  Ephmu. 

;  ll  it  marc  utuni,  in  the  mmjotity  of  autt,  to  exptiin  Ihoe  inlonal 
diicrciMncic*  m  ibc  rrtuli  e(  acciciiuti,  wh<o  dillitnn(  nuici  have  btCQ  fined 
logvUlai,  lluw  u  Imfiia  mtmari*  ot  miami. 


404 


HOUILIES  AND  FASTORAI^ 


such  a  note  (i"  4"'<-  »-»*)  from  another  writun  during  the 
Roman  captivity  (4*^'^  '»■  t'"-"  4"^  (.  a.o.  63) ;  (*)  Bicoo  (i'/itrr 
t>/  S(.  Paul,  196  r.).  who  regards  4"^  "■'"■  *'"  as  probably  com- 
posed during  the  Ino  years  al  Cicsarn ;  *  (c)  Clemen  (/*dv/«f,  i. 
405  f.),  who  places  4*''*,  together  with  Coio»ians  and  Philemon 
(a.d.  59-60),  in  this  period  (a.d.  61}.  i'**'"  ratling  in  the  Robud 
captivity  (a.d.  61)  previous  to  Philippians,  whilst  4i*«»»  was 
written  after  i  Cor.  from  Corintli  in  A.O.  57  (0/.  at.  ^  354);  and 
(1^  Krenkel  {Bei'tragt  aur  Aw/MJuitg  der  Gtuhithtt  u.  der  Bruft 
<ki  ApoUtl  Paulut,  1890,  pp.  395-468),  who  addresses  4*-"  from 
Csesarea  to  Timothcus  at  or  near  Troas,  subsequently  to  Coles- 
tians  and  Philemon,  4'*+  i""-  i«'  +  4*i  being  written  from 
Roman  imprisonment. 

Th«  net  rouU  of  >uch  invntiestloni  It  lenlaliTc.  Beyond  Ihe  pneid 
bcl  that  Iho  luihut  had  lame  rffiqitie  P.iuliiut^  ai  hU  dispoial,aDd  that 
Ihe  inlcinal  evidence  here  and  three  auKUctlt  ihc  inootpotMioA  af  Mtb  nctcs 
by  one  who  tcK  juitificd  in  working  up  luch  matetiaU,  we  can  haidljr  gs 
with  vny  much  cnnficlcnce.  One  of  the  meal  elaborate  and  leaM  ooovilKtag 
leccni  tecaniKuclioni  in  pioposed  by  Illluenfeld  [ZltT.,  1897,  t-W),  an. 
that  a  Tim.  hw  been  woikcd  over  by  an  anii-Matcionite  mUcior.  «bo  abo 
edited  Tilui  in  the  iniemla  of  otOiodut  doctrine  (in  l'*  *"*  a"  j'*""),  and 
levied  (|>p.  31  f.)  later  in  the  tecond  cenluiy  the  poal-Piuline  oriflnaJ  of 


I  Tim.  (=  i'-»-  '»■"  a'-*-  ••'•  y"  i*-"  4»-S>*  5 


a-a.  M-ni 


')  whkh  had  Maght 


10  oonimcnd  (he  monarch IcaJ  epiicopalc. 

Titus,  on  the  other  hand,  presents  lest  difftculty.  It  is 
probably  sub-Pauline,  and  the  altct natives  E<-cm  to  be  (a) 
either  a  genuine  note  of  Paul  worked  up  by  a  later  disdple,  who 
was  responsible  for  1  Tim.  at  least,  or  {6)  an  epistle  tKised  on 

'The  rcil  of  3  Tim-,  with  tome  !ntcr{><>laiioni  ((.f.  i"**'"},  li  regarded 
u  written  luhiequcntly  lo  Ptiilippiniu  (pp.  J75 1. ),  Biiligec  dated  th«  whole 
epiute  tium  Ihe  Cnarean  period  of  impriMnmcnt,  wiih  I  Tim,  frora  Patan 
(Ac  3i'l  01  Mlleiu*  (Ac  iti").  The  change  of  MlX^tv  into  U>Xlrp  (w,  /^., 
Datcniui,  Bcu,  Gioliut,  Knokc,  Bahfucn]  would  date  a  Tim.  or  ihu  pan  ol 
i\  tram  the  Koman  ImpriioDmeni  (cp.  Ac  lS*''°] )  but  the  leidial  cridence  ti 
ilighl,  and  Tiophlmui  It  not  mcDiioned  by  Luke  (Ac  tj^i  m  thb  000- 
n«ctton. 

t  Ths  prcteirailoii  of  Buch  private  nolM,  t*.  t.f.  In  the  euet  of  tha 
cormpondencc  between  Vet|^l  and  Auipiilui,  Occro  and  .\tl)cu«  (cp.  retera, 
A"-  Britf  in  ier  r^miuim  /jV/rm/wr,  1901,  ly  I.,  7H  (, ),  wa*  all  the  nuwe 
likely,  iLncc  Paul  wm  Ihc  linl  '  man  of  Ictteri '  In  ihe  primitive  cbnrch,  tod 
HDCe  the  cuani  onoiilcal  collection  repra«riltd  only  p>tt  of  hU  actual 
correipondence.  riivnie  notes  would  be  mote  apt  10  remain  oieilooVed 
than  oiheii,  unlcM,  Ilk*  the  letter  cj  t«ommend«tLon  to  Thccbc,  tbej  ' 
attached  by  later  editor*  lo  tome  lufcr  epblle  (p.  139). 
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one  or  two  genuine  fragmenti  of  the  apostle's  correfpondence. 
The  fonncr  cUm  of  theories  is  represented  by  Hesse  (pp.  150  f.), 
who  finds  i"-  w-  "■'•^  >•  j'-'-  >»-"•  >»  a  genuinely  Paalinc  note, 
written  shortly  after  he  left  Crete,  and  worked  up  by  a  Paulinist 
who  inserted  the  warnings  against  heresy;  by  von  Sodeii  (i'-  ^ 
i"-"),  and  by  McCiffcrt  (1'^'  3i-T.  ii-w  wrilten  before  Paul's 
story  of  three  months  at  Corinth,  Ac  ao').  The  alternative, 
which  seems  more  probable  (so  nearly  all  the  critical  editors), 
is  that  the  writer  was  drawing  upon  some  ancient  and  even 
authentic  tradition  connecting  Titus  with  Crete  during  Paul's 
lifetime,  and  that  3"'-,  which  is  likely  to  be  genuine  (bo  Weisse, 
Hasc,  Ewald,  etc),  has  been  preaerred  from  that  traditioD. 
Moat  allow  that  the  historical  site  for  such  a  fragment  snd  tradi- 
tion lies  in  the  neighbouthood  of  Ac^o»,  Krcnkel,  f.g.,  dating  it 
(»>.  Tit  3",  3  Ti  4*,  Tt  3")  perhaps  from  Illyrikum  during  the 
apostle's  second  }oumey  to  Corinth  (Ac  jo'-*),  Clemen  (/"au/us, 
i  399  f. ,  ii  333-334)  similarly  from  Macedonia  after  »  Co  to- 
13,  1-9,  and  previous  to  Romans  (a.d.  59). 

I  TiBL,  again,  yields  even  less  to  the  partition-theories.  No 
iiagment  can  be  referred  with  any  confidence  to  the  apostle. 
The  incidental  allusions  to  Paul's  personality  (j'*'-  4")  merely 
betray  the  writer's  consciousness  that  there  was  a  ccruin  awk- 
wardness in  such  elaborate  commissions  and  instructions  upon 
the  cotnmonpboe  regulations  of  a  Christian  community  being 
addressed  to  one  who  was  not  merely  himself  in  mature  life,  but 
ex  AyfiotAai  separated  only  for  a  time  from  his  superintendent, 
In  such  touches  we  can  feel  the  author's  literary  conscience  and  his 
tactful  attempt  to  preserve  the  vraisemMana  of  the  situation,  but 
there  is  nothing  to  indicate  the  pretence  of  any  definite  note 
from  the  apoaOe.  As  it  stands,  the  ep.  is  a  unity,  though  2"'" 
reads  like  a  gloss  (Hesse,  Knokc),  4I'*  parts  ea^ly  from  its 
context,  and  the  oiv  of  s'  is  a  loose  transition.  More  than  the 
other  two  cpiules,  it  breathes  from  first  to  last  the  atmosphere 
in  which  the  editor  or  author  of  all  the  three  lived  and  moved. 
It  b  a  free  and  birly  homogeneous  composition,  not  corutiruclcd 
(as  Schleiermacher  suggested)  simply  out  of  the  two  previous 
epistles,  but  with  a  content  and  cachet  of  its  own.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  literary  structure  of  its  paragraphs  shows  that 
it  has  suffered  accretion  after  it  was  originally  composed,  e.g. 
in  6>'-*^,  possibly  olso  in  3' "  s'-'*  t*W,  beside  the  marginal 
3I1  and  5".     When  6"^  is  thus   taken  as  a  later 
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addition  (Hftmaclc,  Knopf  in  A'Z  305-306),  the  «nu5ion 
Arrt$fiTus  r^i  if/tvSwti'fiov  yvtaatun  tmy  be  (O  Mucion's  tttll- 
known  volume.  Olherwise  the  use  of  ■  Tim.  in  Poljrlujp  (ka] 
below),  besides  the  inappropriatencm  of  1^  (Tit.  i'*)  to  UmJ 
Marcioniles,  rule  out  the  Tiihingen  view  that  the  putonlt'l 
were  directly  anti-Marcionilc  pamphlets.  Thus  Hon  (/C.| 
iij  f.)  ptcfeis,  with  several  recent  critics,  to  explain  the 
imStinn  as  Jewish  casuistical  decisions,  the  y€r*aXoylaA  of  1*] 
and  Til  3*  being  the  legendary  pedigrees  of  Jewish  heroes, ; 
as  HwariD  in  the  book  of  Jubilees  and  elsewhere  (cp.  Wohlent 
pp.  31  t). 

Hts»el«fi.  11V.).  auutniDg  thit  the  JgaalUn  e|uittu  <*«r«  wtiUcn 
Mmcus  Aurcliut,  find*  >  K^nuina  I>iiuline  \tHrr  in  1'"^  "^  *'■'•  6»-"-  •*, 
Knoke  [tf.  ^iV.)  limjluly  diKfiU-netct  ui  epiille  to  Tini.  from  Cori(ilh(l*'  "^ 
,i«  ^11  ji.1.  M.  »-«.  iv«.«i.)  ^nd  ^^  from  CacMiM  (l'»-"  ji*!*  41"- »^ 
ju-i.  jn-  6IT-U  ,ni  (,*-..,  »!.,  from  edltorUI  «^tk  of  ■  Kooral-txtilnry  rcdactot. 
Bui  ihe  ef>mp*nilivc  evcnncu  of  the  ityle  it  almotl  enough  [SBi.  $093)  to 
innUidale  tuch  hypolhem. 

§  4.  Literary  ckara{ttmtiet.—{a)  The  pastorals  contun  a 
number  of  terms  which  ar«  common  to  them  and  to  the  01 
Pauline  epistles;  but  some  of  iliese  cannot  be  described  aa 
distinctively  Pauline,  while  others  arc  due  to  the  fact  that  Um 
writer  was  composing  in  Paul's  name.  The  signilicant  featura 
of  the  terminology,  as  of  the  thought,  is  its  difference 
Paul's.  The  similarilies  are  neither  so  numerous  nor  st^' 
primar)-  as  the  variations,  and  Ihe  latter  point  to  a  writer  who 
belrajrs  the  later  milieu  of  his  period  in  cxpiession  as  well  as  ia 
conception,* 

A  tludgp  of  the  Cieck  voobultry  iihQwt  not  only  that  iht  very  ^HlHlln 
Da-Pauline,  but  thit  there  it  a  lignifiouil  abicnte  of  mny  charMUftadeaUf' 
Paulrne  Icrmi,  t^.  Ui<si.  ita0«fitia,  irateXirttir,  iiaMro,  luatv^ia, 
AtMtpot,  Jrt^Yrif,  tiftpyi-itat^  taux»aia\,  iui[ur,  luifiit,  Jitifte,  rapi- 
ttta,  nri)p  ^f^'^  rilDtif,  ntptratttf  {(at  ohicl).  u  Tot  imixit»,  i*mr- 
Tpl^i»  it  tubsIituKd).  wpieaiitir,  wpiatta  (for  wtiich  ihr  luihor  Mbullutei 
raKu),  ffiSwa,  lAatitln,  rJ>((of,  u)d  X'vT"'*'*  Fu'lhetBiate,  Ihe  luthor 
hu  a  favourite  tocabuliry  oT  bit  own,  full  of  compounds  lod  Latiniwu, 
with  new  (roups  of  word*  {ep.  thoie  la  d  piiTttlvc,  liiaai;  •**•)>■,  olc*-, 
fffi;  ^iXo-i  etc.)  and  an  nnwcaitd  predilection  for  oiben  {t^.  those  la 


J 


*  So  rtpecUIIr  the  [>h!lolc«isl.  TTi.  NIcell  (/Vr  tftrlstiJUt 
Pmlta,  1905,  85  r.},  whose  evidence  ii  all  the  mute  impmtuit 
only  puint  wh^te  he  admiu  that  (he  lingiiiitio  phcnomcnt  at*  mItctic 
Pauline  auihi^nhlp  of  any  of  ihe  eanonieal  epiMles. 
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aX*-V*  As  compand  with  fm\,  he  employi  (he  <1«Anite  aiticls  \tt* 
rrcqaentty :  an1i>ci!  ihe  apotllc.  he  a^n  fivott  and  A'  ff  alila*  (thrice),  and 
tKbuyntrrl,  tps,  djtpi,  tii,  SiAri,  tiittmrStv,  Irura,  fn,  ti»v,  npd  (acciu.), 
rfv,  and  Urn.  The  diflei«ncc  in  ibr  nx  of  the  pniiiclci  l>  one  of  the  dimi 
decUn  pnxib  of  Ihe  differenco  between  Paul  and  this  Pauliniil  (q).  CQX., 

(i)  Ttiese  characteristics  of  the  writer's  diction  are  cOTTobor> 
ated  by  the  qualities  of  his  style.  It  is  hardly  too  much  to  say 
ihat  upon  the  whole,  when  the  total  reach  and  range  of  the 
epbtles  are  taken  into  consideration,  the  comparative  ahscni;e  of 
nigget)  fervour,  the  smoolher  liow  of  words,  and  the  heaping  up 
of  epithet*,  all  point  to  another  sign-maniul  than  that  of  Paul. 
Even  mora  than  in  Epbcsians,  the  Pauline  impeluousnesa  and 
iDcisivcness  are  missing.  "  1^  style  des  pastorales  .  .  .  est  lent, 
monotone,  p^sanl,  dilTus,  d^cousu:  en  cenaines  parties,  teme 
et  ircolore"  (Jocquier,  AVT".  L  566).  "The  syntax  is  stiffer 
and  more  regular  .  .  .  the  clauses  are  matshalled  together,  and 
Iheie  is  a  tendency  lo  paralleligm  "  (Lii;hifoot,  BiMUal  Ettays, 
p.  40a).  "  Die  rhtrtorischcn  M^ingcl  von  Ii]>h.  sind  den  Briefen 
framd.  Die  Bilder  sind  correct.  Doch  zeigt  ^ch  in  dcr  Bilder 
mandierlei  Umbii-gung  und  Abstumpfung  der  paulinischen  Theo- 
logic  nach  dcm  Nomiscischen  und  Intellckualittischea  Eihik 
lutd  Glaube  ireiben  ausoinander "  (J,  Atbani,  ZWT.,  190*,  57, 
in  an  essay  on  'Die  Bildcrsprache  der  Pastoralbriefe*).  "On 
ae  pcui  nicT  que  le  style  de  notres  ^plires  ait  quelquc  chose  de 
Uche  et  de  dilFus "  (Beruand,  op.  di.  61).  There  are  Pauline 
echoes,  it  is  true,  but  anacoloutha  and  paronomaaiie  were  not 
specifically  Pauline,  and  even  these  features  fail  to  outweigh 
the  impresnon  made  by  the  style  as  a  whole. 

(c)  The  force  of  these  linguistic  considerations  cannot  be 
turned  by  the  asMirtion  that  Paul's  style  would  vary  in  private 
letters  1  the  pastorals  are  not  private  letters  (see  below),  and  in 
l^hikmon,  the  only  extant  example  of  such  from  Paul's  pen,  such 
trails  do  not  appear.  Nor  can  it  be  argued  that  in  writing  on 
questions  of  church-order  and  discipline  he  would  necessarily  adopt 
such  a  style,  for  in  the  Corinthian  correspondeiice  be  deals  uitb 
umilu  phenomciu,  and  here  again  the  treatment  differs  materially 

*  KaUt.  which  Paul  uaea  onljr  a*  a  pndrcale  oc  a  neuter  subttuitjve,  it 
eaiplojnd  tcptaicdijr  bjr  this  auihor  u  an  altiilMtc.  &*a*lrtri%  *ugiplsnt6  ihe 
Pauline  rtfttt  at  a  bamaa  urn,  and  4wtf6»ti*  (lee  above,  p.  79J  replaces  the 
Pauline  rtfVMit, 
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from  that  of  the  pastorals.     Stitl  less  can  we  ascribe  the  pecnllar  ' 
phraseology  lo  the  fact  that  Paul  quotes  Trom  the  vocabulary  of  I 
his  opponent)  (Otto,  op.  n't.  S-9),  or  that  be  b  now,  in  contrail  to  I 
his  former  letters,  dealing  witb  the  duties  of  a  holy  life  instead 
of  with  controversial  topics  (Lock,  Pan/  the  Master-Buildtr^  i  ■  ;- 
111).     If  it  \i  contended   that   some  of  these  dllTcrcnce«  in  ■ 
vocabulary  may  be  due  to  difference  of  sutiject- matter,  this  Taili  1 
to  explain  the  appearance  of  Apviuj9<xi,  iworpirttrffiu,  piffifKtK, 
iiA^*fiaiawT0<u,  iyiaivtiv,  etc  ctc.     H^Ki<les,  Bn  examination  of 
the  topics  handled  in  these  pastorals,  and  of  their  method  of  ireai- 
mcnt,  revfals  fresh  proof  that  they  belong  lo  a  sub-Pauline  period, 
and  that  the  oiruf  <upojicva  (amounting  to  the  huge  toul  of  nearly 
■80)  cannot  fairly  be  attributed  to  such   factors  as  change  of 
amanuensis,  lapse  of  time,  frcth  topics,  literary  TCnatiUty,  or  j 
senile  weakness  (cp.  £Bi.  5087).  ■ 

8  J.  Olijtd. — The  aim  of  the  pastorals,  which  were  composed 
(as  TenulUan  ohsen-es)  to  expound  church  ailEurs,  is  to  enforce 
the  continuity  of  apostolic  doctrine  and  discipline  against  specu- 
lations which  were  thnralening  the  deposit  of  the  faith  and  ihe^ 
organisation  of  the  churches,  (ii)  These  speculations  (cp.  E.  F,  V 
^CQ<a^71u  Apnh^dit  of  the  NT.,  1907,  15a  f.)  were  due  to  «  blend 
of  incipient  Gnosticism  and  Judaism  which  is  indistinct,  partly 
because  the  writer's  method  (see  p.  409)  is  to  denounce  iragud)F  and 
somewhat  indiscriminately,  partly  because  his  desire  of  avoiding 
anachronisms  led  him  lo  avoid  being  cxi>licit  about  the  details 
of  error  which  had  not  risen  till  after  Paul's  death,  and  partly  owing 
to  our  ignorance  of  the  budding  forms  of  Christian  gnosticism,     h 

Tho  diwlisRi  and  fiLvourtlUtn  inherent  In  |[noalic  Ihocoophy  u«  MpIlcUIy  ^ 
opposed  in  Til  !'"■  (for  all  mtn),  u  in  I  Ti  »'■*,  mnd  ihe  dcnUl  cl  the 
lemneciion,  c»rb«ied  in  a  Ti  1",  wn  n  gnotiic  infci«ncc  fiom  ihe  ()u>"ira 
which  oppOMd  the  flesh  and  the  apirlc.  The  'mjrlhs  and  InleimlasUc 
f^ealagiet'  of  I  Ti  t*  vc  not  wboUjr  cipltined  (Me  above,  p.  406)  by  the 
liaGEulic  cichroidfiy  nf  Jewiah  biogisphics,  which  would  hardly  be  claMed 
■mone  'novchiet'i  thcjr  mux  include  lonie  reference  lo  the  gaaalilim 
which  conUruclcd  out  of  ample  mjtholoeical  materials  long  KrMi  of  noos  or 
■piriliul  posett,  BitingaJ  in  pnirs.  Here  and  clMwheie  {novtlc  tr«iis  sis 
viable,  tome  of  which  tecxll  the  O^iilc  cnmties  who,  ttutine  front  an 
aaillhni*  betw<«n  the  nipicnie  God  and  tlw  croUor,  held  itut  the  hi)  of 
Uam  (1  Ti  i""")  wax  renJI/  his  emancipMion  from  the  latter'*  aulhorily, 
and  thai  thetcfare  the  seipeni  tymbDlbeil  the  yrlim  which  raised  pun  to  the 
life  of  the  God  who  wu  above  the  aealor.  The  place  assiciieil  to  Ibe 
tOpcAt  iHtuMlly  varied,  however.  The  Niausn**,  on*  of  the  eaflkM 
hnniJiei  of  ihit  movement,  arc  said  by  tlippolyiui  to  have  been  the  fint  lo 
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pi*M  t1  fiUii  tinieitir,  cp.  Apoc  1**).  ■nd  it  ii  tome  of  Iheir  view*  *  which 
■re  contiotttted  not  only  by  the  prophet  John  but  by  (his  halinist,  lii.  Ihe 
prohil'lliun  of  maiiiage,  ihc  *ju>ctii<>n  ihsi  ihr  muntctim  wu  spirilua),  uid 
the  cKpldlBtioa  of  mylhs.  One  [Mommcnclalian  of  thU  Ophiic  hjpa(ht»J« 
(Sdmieilet,  LiE^lfoot,  etc.)  i*  thil  it  doei  justice  Co  Ihe  Jrwiih  nibttntum  ol 
■he  crrerlwi,  npeciatly  in  Tiiiin  inil  1  Tim.  It  i*  phin  ih&t  Ihe  errariiU 
in  Crete  include  Jewiih  Chrinions  (^dXivra  ol  V(  r^  wifiiTii)i^>),  \  «tia 
are  pramulgaling  'lai^iw  itCBoi  (i.t.  probably  hoggBilic  linditioTU  like 
thaw  In  Jutolea  ind  ihe  pMudo-Plil Ionic  A  iiiJi.ii  /nififiiif,ttiiui]  snd 
twr^al  irip^iwvr,  which  (kt  ihe  ncil  wonti  indicate]  leUte  lo  cercnionl>l 
•nd  ritual  disiinciiuni  beiween  clean  and  unctnn  faoi^  Th«  Jewiih 
dianrter  of  iheae  ipecuUtioni,  which  alicnipicd  •  (ution  nl  the  |CO*pel  with 
their  own  tbeaio|dif,  is  borne  out  hy  (he  conlempluoui  allusion  (3*)  to 
ally  diacuitiimi and  7ir(iiXir)lai  (pnit  of  Ihc  aforewid /iCfoi  nith  which  Ihejr 
an  grouped  In  1  Ti  1')  and  wcanelet  aboal  the  Ijiw  (cp.  Zenu  i  vo^nh  In 
3"].  There  ii  no  liacr,  howcvci,  of  any  direcl  attack  upon  the  Pautinc  Kiopel 
tK  Upon  Paul  liiniwlf ;  ilic  Vit  of  ^  ia  too  incidental  10  be  prcMol  inio  any 
pmof  of  luch  a  local  antagonism.  The  writer  fell  that  Paul  was  e«cntia1ly  anll- 
(nooiic,  and  thai  such  (enutt  wtnild  have  been  rcpufjiuint  to  the  man  who  had 
waged  WM  upon  Ihe  piccution  of  the  niovemcnt  at  ColoM>f.  Bui  hit  own 
piKtkal  bent  prevenu  him  from  developing  in  reply  PbhI's  special  theory  of 
puNis  Bi  a  special  endowment  superior  to  faith  and  mediated  by  the  SpiriL 
Hit  method  is  denunciation  taihct  than  ari;uRicnt  or  the  pieientalion  nf  tcnw 
Iii|[t>cT  mtb,  and  this  i>  one  of  the  reasons  which  leave  the  physiognomy  of 
Ifae  erraritUM  Iar)[ely  in  the  thadow.;  The  exhautlive  invctli|;aIlont  on  Ihe 
jwrniir  chAiaclei  of  these  errorisu  (cp.  1^.  Btiuiquln,  tf.  <il.  jjf.  ;  BBi. 
5083-5084)  have  B^nFrally  led  to  the  negative  conclusion  thfl,t  no  single 
qrU<B«f  tecood-ccniury  i-nattlcitin  it  before  (he  writer's  mind.  f!e  it  imH 
niaganUng  any  one  phase  of  eontemporBry  heresy,  alUed  to  Ihe  NaAstcnta 
(LightfoM,  BiMial  Enays,  411  f.).  lh«  Essenes  [Crcdnct,  Mangold),  Ihe 
Valemiaian  OphitM{I.ipi>iut,  PDeiderer),  etc.  He  simply  mikct  Paul  predict, 
vacurly  of  course,  the  tendencies  of  an  incipient  syncrctittic  piotticism  (ep. 
von  Dobachllit,  Urt.   asjf.  ;   Klopper  in  Ztl'T.,   1904,   S7f.l  which  waa 


*  "  The  fiftt  appearance  of  Ihe  Ophite  heray  in  conneclion  with  Christian 
doclriiMa  on  hardly  lie  pisccd  Utcf  than  the  latter  pan  of  ihe  6rsl  ccntniy," 
Blaatel,  GtuiiU  HtrtiUi,  1875,  pp.  104  f. 

flViwbly  the  oonneciion  of  Titus  with  the  eoDtroreisy  over  drcumcision 
(Gal  l"-)  may  have  liecn  one  of  the  teiuons  which  led  the  author  to  com- 
poe  the  ejiitlle  from  Paul  to  him. 

X  It  also  ix  one  of  Ihe  numemat  snd  decinve  prooft  that  Riul  did  not 
wiiir  the  iMlaiatt.  "Such  lndi>iCTlmliiaie  dcnuneiailon*  ate  cntainly  not 
what  wc  shonid  expect  from  a  mnn  lilce  Paul,  who  WW  an  unocmimtmly  clcai- 
hmrirtl  dialectician,  accuiloincd  to  draw  fine  diitiDcliont,  anil  whose  penetra- 
lien  Kid  ability  to  di(coi«i  auil  dispUy  the  vital  point  of  diffnence  beiwtcn 
MoMfll  a«d  an  antagonist  haic  never  been  surpassed.  Those  <nbo  ascribe 
uhulthc  fcKnencea  lo  false  Irachini;  iihich  occur  in  the  pulonl  epittln 
do  him  a  aettoM  Huailee"  iMcCilfat.  AA.  401). 
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ndwr  than  *  religious  relation  (cp.  i  Ti  a»,  i  H  6").  The 
conception  of  the  S[Hrit  boi  passed  through  a  corresponding  pro- 
oess.  "  L'inspiration  de  l'£«prit  est  escamotfe  aa  profit  d'une 
orthodoxie  ecdfaiastique.  Au  lieu  d'etre  un  rcrment  de  vie  et 
de  renouvellement,  la  doctrine  de  I'Esprit  dcvient  un  mojren 
de  d^fendre  les  formules  du  passii'  (M.  Gogucl,  £a  nttwrn 
Johannigut  it  L'Eiprit  tl  tts  aittkidents  kiiton'^uet,  1901,  pi  69). 
The  Spirit,  as  in  3  Peter  and  the  Apocalypse  of  John,  is  etsenti- 
ally  prophetic ;  its  functions  in  the  faith-mysticism  of  Paul  have 
dropped  into  I  he  background. 

The  trinity  of  the  pfttiaritt  therefore  cairctponib  to  lh«t  of  Jobti** 
apootfpic,  i.*.  God,  Jcsui,  uid  the  {cl«cl)  ongvli.  Km  the  ub-PaBliac 
lone  nf  the  referenen  to  ■neelt.  it)>iriti,  «!(-.,  cp.  EvErling,  dii  fyut. 
AHgtlotagit  uhJ  mm»ii»bgit  CiSSSI,  iii-ii7,  and  M.  DibtUun,  Di* 
Gfiilerwea  fm  G/autin  dti  fimtitt  ligog),  i75-l8oi  T>i«  coDMplion  of  Cod 
bring)  OUT  hit  ilnolutencM,  li[«  nnLty,  hU  >wv,  hli  <temal  parpow  of 
■ilvation,  but  not  hu  biiherhood. 

No  possible  change  of  circumstances  or  rise  of  fresh  problems 
could  have  made  Paul  thus  indifferent  to  such  cardinal  truths  of 
bis  gospel  as  the  fatherhood  of  God,  the  believing  man's  union 
with  Jesus  Christ,  the  power  and  witness  of  the  Spirit,  the 
Spiriltul  resurrection  fioni  the  death  of  sin,  the  freedom  from  the 
law,  and  reconciliation.  Throughout  his  epistles  we  can  see 
Paul  already  counteracting  miscliievous  speculations  and  church- 
disorders,  but  his  method  is  not  that  of  the  pastorals ;  his  way  of 
enforcing  ethical  requirements  and  the  duties  of  organisation  is 
characictiscd  by  a  force  of  inspired  intuition  which  differs  from 
the  shrewd  attitude  of  (his  I'aulinist  1'he  latter  handles  the 
problems  of  his  period  with  adniiruble  sagacity,  but  not  vrith  the 
insight  and  creative  vigour  of  an  oiiginat  thinker  like  Paul.  He 
has  the  intuition  of  authority  rather  than  the  authority  of 
intuition. 

"The  general  imprcuion  one  gels  from  the  pMloral  opiMlM  b.  timt  •*  a 
doctiine  ChtJiiliinity  wu  now  coniptete  and  could  be  tnken  lor  panud  ... 
there  U  nothing  cteaiiv«  in  (he  ttattment  of  it  1  and  it  is  tb«  comUnatloa  et 
liilnea  lod  of  Kuneihlni;  not  uiilllic  tcrmnlliiin  that  i«!tc*  doubts  u  10  the 
•ulhonhipi.  St.  PituI  wu  inspired,  but  the  writer  of  thcK  cpiiilri  i*  tonw- 
dmeaonlyonbodML  .  .  .  Si.  TbuI  could  nodunbthave  mid  all  this  fTit  j'-^ 
I  bnt  probablyhe  would  have  Hid  It  otherwiio,  and  not  all  at  aiim«"(I>MuMy, 
.^^        rie  DMtA  tf  Ckriil,  \tfix,  joa  f.>. 

To  sum  up.    The  three  epistles  are  not  private  or 
letters  to  Timolhcus  or  Tilus,  but  general  treatises 
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«/.  I  Ti  *'  Jv  irarri  r^f)  addressed  lo  an  age  or  a  cirde 
which  was  inclined  to  doubt  the  validity  or  to  misconceive 
Kud  misapply  the  principles  of  (he  Pauline  gospel.  It  is 
incredible  ihat  the  ICphcsian  church,  much  lesx  Timotheus, 
thould  require  solemn  reminders  of  Paul's  apo&tolate  such  as 
a  Ti  i'"^  »*,  Tit  I*,  I  Ti  i'"-;  the  real  audience  appears  in 
greetings  of  a  Ti  4"  (^  x<V«  P^^  »V«»'>.  Tit  3",  and  1  Ti  6^. 
I  Tim.,  especially,  is  a  practical  assertion  and  application  of  the 
Pauline  standard,  in  the  literary  form  of  an  address  written  by 
Ithe  apostle  to  his  lieutenant,  Timolheus.  The  author,  wishing 
lo  convey  Paul's  protests  against  error  and  bis  ideals  of  church- 
life,  naturally  adopted  the  mise  en  seine  of  a  (em|>orary  absence, 
drawback  was  that,  if  Paul  was  soon  to  see  his  colleagues 
■gain  (Til  i*,  i  Ti  i'),  there  was  no  need  of  conveying  such 
detailed  injunctions  (contrast  1  Jn  ",  3  Jn  **■'*).  This  imper- 
Cection,  howc*-er,  was  inevitable.  A  further  weakness  lay  in  Ae 
fooD  of  ihc  injunctions  themselves,  which  were  in  many  cases  at 
once  far  too  fimdamenlal  and  clcn>cntary  to  have  been  ie<iuired 
by  men  of  the  eipcricncc  and  age  of  Timothcus  and  Titus, 
As  literally  meant  for  them,  the  counsels  often  seem  inappro- 
priate, but  when  these  men  arc  viewed  as  typical  figures  of  the 
later  iriamoToi,  the  point  of  the  regulations  becomes  plain ;  * 
they  outline  tlie  qualifications  of  tlie  church  officers  in  question, 
especially  of  the  «9rur«ont»,  though  not  so  finely  as  the  epistle  of 
Ignatius  to  Polykarp.  Their  primary  concern  is  for  these 
oGficiab  as  responsible  (cp^  Schmiedd,  ££i.  3114,  3145  f.)  for  the 
nainlenance  of  the  Pauline  tradition  and  teaching  (1  Ti  t'  ><-*), 
Christianity  is  becoming  consolidated  into  an  organisation,  with 
Oftfaodox  teaching  embodied  in  a  baptismal  formula  (i  Ti  1*^  4', 
t  Ti  6^*^*),  and  the  churcJi  is  called  upon  to  defend  this  with 
might  and  main.  The  author  thus  fallH  into  line  with  the 
■tttlude  taken  up  by  the  prophet  John  (Apoc  i")  and  afterwards 
by  Ignatius  to  the  church  of  Ephesus;  both  of  these  teachers 
adiiwwledge  heartily  its  alertness  in  detecting  erroneous  doctrine^ 
and  thb  Paulinisi  seeks  to  stimulate  the  same  oithodox  feeHng 
by  recslUng  the  Pauline  warrant  for  it.    The  same  motives  indeed 


*  "  An  Ccmclndcn  wigle  tt  uigctlchli  dcr  feitigcn  Sunmlunit  dct 
CeiD«ladclxicfe  dci  P.  den  Apwirl  nichi  mebr  scbrciben  (u  luKn  1  tin  neucr 
Cenwiadelnicf  dci  P.  hailc  broitt  tchwcm  UiMinucn  lionu^f^Fuiilttt " 
(llttichcr,  Wr.  169).  Thui  Rplidlui*  wu  prabably  ■  othotic  puioni 
originally,  not  uldimcd  lo  Ephcsui  or  any  ■pedfic  churcb  (lee  aliove). 
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vibnte  through  the  pastorals  as  arc  audible  in  the  rarcwell 
address  to  the  presbytem  of  F.photis  (Ac  ao'***),  where  the 
historian  makes  Paul  predict  pcrv'crsions  of  the  Evth,  both 
from  outside  and  inside  the  church,  and  enforce  on  Ibc 
offidala  the  duty  of  supervision,  besides  appealing  to  his  own 
example. 

g  6.  Aulhorihip. — Tbe  internal  ^y\A»^r,nf  Ar-^  »«»  ji.t»^fy  ^^tf 
hypothesis  of  a  plurality  of  autiiM.^  The  pastorals  in  aU 
likelihood  came  orij^itiaUy  Irum  one  pen,  but  it  is  not  possible 
to  ascertain  who  the  author  was.  Tradition  has  not ~ preserved 
any  due  to  his  personality,  as  was  not  unnatural,  since  his  pious 
aim  was  to  sink  himself  in  the  greater  personality  of  the  apostle 
whose  spirit  he  sought  to  reproduce.  Th^  the  epistles  were 
composed  by  Timothcus  and  Titus  thcmselircg.  on  the  b^ia  of 
notes  addrcued  to  thutn  l>y  Paul  (so  Grau,  EntteUMungs- 
gtichiehlt  dts  ntulisl.  S<hriftthums,  ii.  pp.  185  f.,  toSf.),  is  raoie 
improbable  than  that  Luke  was  their  author  or  amanuensis  (soT 
after  Schott's  fsax,o£e,  pp.  394  f. ;  R.  Scott,  and  J.  "D.  7"n>«*»  f- 
til.  pp.  ■54r  ;  Lsughlin). 

The  remarkable  ■ffinitiw  b«tw<cD  (he  paslonU  uid  (be  Lucan  writing* 
mr«  dU^Uyed  by  Hrjlianiinn  (f^tU'^-Srit/r,  91  f,).  von  Sodm  (Tijf.  ijj- 
135),  and  R.  Scot(  (TAf  rimUnt  Efiillii.  33}-366).  They  have  Item  wed 
(o  prove  either  llial  Luke  aaed  ai  I'aul'i  aecrciaiy,  or  (hoi  he  compMed  the 
cpiallm  bimicK  u  a  la(«i  period.  I(  would  tw  no  aifunifDl  agiuiut  Ibc 
latiei  thai  they  differ  (ram  ihe  Third  goapcl  and  Acu  ;  a  Uietmry  nail  of  LuJce'i 
capacity  muit  cot  be  meaiured  by  one  or  l«o  ■•ri(ine>.  But  the  paialkb  «( 
ihmi|;hi  and  lan|{iiago  need  not  tnean  more  ihan  *  common  milieu  of 
Chriitiui  fcclbE  during  (he  lub-Pauline  ige  in  ihe  Pauline  eirtlei  of  Alia 
Minor.  Il  ii,  i.g.,  not  n*y  to  undeiitAnd  nhy  Luke  ihould  dclibeiuelr 
ij-nute  Titu*  in  hit  hfitory  and  at  the  »amo  time  iiuke  bin  the  ccDIial  ^pin 
of  a  Pauline  cpistlc- 

^e  pastorals  really  present  not  the  personality  of  their 
auttOT,  but  a  tendency  of  early  Christianity  (cp.  Wrede^  Utker 
At^e^  and  Mtthade  dtr  jogtti,  JVT  I'hfakgit,  1897,  357); 
tike  Barnabas,  James,  Judas,  and  a  Peter,  they  do  not  yield 
niaieiials  for  determining  the  cast  of  the  writer's  thought,  and 
little  more  can  fairly  be  deduced  from  their  pages  than  the 
conmiunal  feeling  which  ihcy  voice  and  the  general  stage  tn  the 
early  Christian  development  which  they  mark.  All  we  can  say  td 
their  author  is  that  he  betrays  wider  affinities  to  Greek  literature, 
e^.  to  Plutarch  (cp.  J.  Albani  in  ZiVT.,  1903,  Aof.),  than 
Pftol,  and  tliat  there  are  traces  of  an  ac<iuaintanoe  not  only  with 
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Mcond  but  with  rourtli  Maccabees.  Tbis  is  not  enough,  bov- 
ever,  to  justify  us  in  urging  thxt  he  was  a  pagan  t>)-  birth.  Tlw 
affioitin  «nlb  1  Peter  (cp.  1  Ti  »■"  -  1  P  3»"«,  Tit  i»'»  - 
1  P  5",  Til  3*-'  -  I  P  i".  and  I  Ti  3"  -  I  P  j")  arc  barely 
strong  enough  to  prove  that  the  writer  was  acquninicd  (so,  «^., 
Biffc  Holtimonn,  and  Biiickner'a  CArvn.  57  f.,  a?;  f.)  with  Peter's 
letter,  although  the  circulation  of  the  tatter  in  Asia  Minor  renders 
this  hypothesis  a  priari  probable,  if  the  pastorals  are  a&signed 
to  an  Asiatic  Pautinist  instead  of  (so,  t^.,  Baur,  Schenkel, 
Holizmann,  Renan)  to  a  Roman. 

It  ia  not  necessary  to  spend  words  upon  the  reasons  which 
justified  him  in  composing  these  Pauline  pscudepigrapha  (cp. 
Ua\'T.  597  f.,  619  f.;  £Ji.  1334  f.,  3116  f.,  5095).  The  |»storal« 
are  a  Christian  form  of  suasoria,  treatises  or  pamphlets  in  the  forni 
of  letters  (cp.  p.  49),  which  were  widely  empto)'cd  by  jurists ;  they 
represent  not  only  a  natural  extension  of  the  ktiett  and  s|)eeches, 
t^.,  ia  Lukc^  history,  but  a  furthcf  and  inoffensive  development 
of  the  prindpte  which  sought  to  claim  apostolic  sanction  for  the 
expanding  institutions  and  doctrines  of  the  early  church.  It  is 
curious  that  half  a  century  later  an  Asiatic  pmbyCcr  composed 
the  Aeit  0/  Paul  and  Thtkla  from  much  the  same  motives,  but 
was  checked  apparently  for  having  illcgitimate'y  introduced  ideas 
incompatible  with  the  diurch'i  creed  (cp.  KollTs  in  UNA.  i. 
366  f.). 

Quadd  <]n>  Piuli  pcrpcnini  inKtipla  bbdI,  exccnplum  TheVlic  nd 
'Wit*'*"'  inulleniiii  docendi  imc|iiendii|ue  defenduni,  tcianl  in  Asia 
prabjwnm  qui  nm  laiptufam  consiruiii  tjtiwi  titulo  Paul!  de  luo  cumuUni 
MiiiBCtanMqucconfcuuinldtciimuic  Pautilcouc  lo«>dKnuue(Tcrtulliui, 
dt  ta^.  17).  Joome  lcpe*U  ihc  ilory  (A  uir.  inlml.  7) :  TeiluUUnu*  rclcrl 
prtabylcnun  queDdam  is  Aua  ff«ii«ia«T4}r  apoiioli  Pauli  cooaictnni  apud 
Johaancm  (guod  auctor  euet  llbrl  at  canfeuum  tx  hoc  Pauli  aniorc  fecuM  loco 
dddiuc-  For  out  preuni  piupox  it  U  irielevani  lo  ditcuu  the  hLitorlcily 
or  tatucli-uncu  (cp.  Cotucn,  GGA.,  \^o^.  pp.  7i9f.)or  the  lUinnenL  In 
Mbcf  caie  it  illustmes  a  pioccH  of  lilerary  morphulojry  within  (he  teojnil 
«n(ui>,  which  Blight  be  alnuol  but  which  wai  opcti  10  devout  diidptr*  of  • 
ruMn  (cji.  p.  40),  a  fcei>t:ni>ed  n«(hod  ol  liitniy  impenonation  which  chotc 
epiitalai7  u  well  u  bistoncal  eipreaion  in  order  lo  gain  rvligioua  cadi. 
"  To  ■  writer  of  thii  period,  il  woulil  wcm  u  l«Ei''nuilc  an  artifice  U>  com- 
poH  •  leiut  u  to  compoae  ■  ipcech  in  th«  nicne  o(  ■  gicat  ouui  *ho>e 
tenliiiMntx  it  wa>  dented  10  reptoducc  and  record  ;  (he  quMtion  whidi 
MOD*  ao  importani  lo  u»,  whelhci  ihs  woidt  and  even  ihe  Kntlnicnt* 
■te  llie  greal  nuui'i  own,  01  only  hli  hijitorian']i,  Kcnu  Ibcn  hardly  lo 
bsfe  oocBttTd  either  10  writen  or  10  t«adet»"  (Slmcox,  Wnlirt  t/ tkt  Nat 
Tatamml.  ]8>. 
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g  7-  PtrUd. — The  itrminm  ad  ftttm  is  fixed  by  t^e  evidenl 
fftmittaiity  of  Ignatius  and  Potjrkarp  with  the  pastonli  (we 
below).  The  ambiguous  data  of  Clem.  Romaiius  might  Turther 
be  interpreted  in  such  a  way  as  cithn  to  throw  the  pastorah 
into  the  ninth  decade  of  the  first  ceniur/,  or  into  the  &m  decade 
of  the  second.  In  general,  a  date  between  90  and  115  (lao)  is 
usually  fixed  by  modem  critics,  though  some  do  not  go  down 
Later  than  a.d.  100  (Katlcnbuacli,  Dai  Apatt.  SymM,  ti.  344;  so 
von  Sodcn  for  a  Tim.),  while  a  few  {f.g.  Cone,  TAe  Gm/»/  anJ  Hi 
tarlitst  Jnltrfrelations,  317  f.)  still  descend  as  far  as  a.i>.  ii8~ 
140.  The  internal  evidence  yields  no  fixed  point  for  the  dale. 
The  aUuBiona  to  persecution  and  sufTciing  are  quite  general,  and 
it  is  no  longer  {tos.iible  to  fitid  in  the  plural  of  fiaaikiuf  (without 
any  ruv!)  a  water-mark  of  the  age  of  the  Antonioes.  The 
ItrmitM  a  fva  is  the  death  of  Paul,  and  probably  the  date  of 
I  Peter's  composition.  Between  that  and  the  limit  already 
noted  the  period  of  the  pastorals  must  lie. 

Iliose  who  still  arc  able  to  twlieve  that  Paul  wrote  these 
letters  generally  admit  that  they  must  have  been  composed 
during  a  missionary  enterprise  which  is  supposed  to  have 
followed  Paul's  release  from  the  captivity  of  Ac  38*.  The  chief 
exceptions  are  W.  E.  Bowen,  V.  Barllel,  LJsco  (Fiitni/a 
SatK/ontm,  1900),  and  Laughlin,  whose  conjectural  schemes 
arc  mutually  destructive  and  excgeticatly  untenable;  the  utter 
impossibility  of  dating  them  within  the  period  covered  by 
Acts  is  staled  clearly  by  Hatch,  Holtzmann  {of.  at.  15-17), 
Bourquin  (pp.  10-35),  Bertrand  (23-47),  and  Renan  0U.  pp. 
xxviii-xlviii). 

Tlic  (lenuJ  of  ihe  hallos  authoiihlp  U  not  bound  up  wtlh  (ka  wjwiioB 
of  (he  iradiiioD  about  ihe  relrsK  ;  (he  iwa  poiitioni  may  be  held  tcp«r>I«l}', 
■s,  f^f.,  by  Haiiuck.  For  alltniptH  to  nlinlrililale  Iho  hypollinil  <■(  ihe 
rtinM,  KC  opeclklly  Sleinmell  {Dtr  UMitt  rCm,  Gtfanf**<^ft  ^  Aftiult 
PmJui,  1S97),  Belm  {rQ;  '^9*.  401.),  Hesse  (0/.  til.  ml),  Ftey  {«« 
nMino/v*  "»>■  GifAngrHitkifi  u.  4Ua  TirJtifikr  dit  Af.  Ptuiim,  1900), 
mml  R<Kb,  Dtr  ramlimimia  {TU.  ta.  493!.,  joutney  to  Spain  aduBbnl«4 
b  Ac  I*  =  Ro  Ij")-  Muphcnon  (ji/T..  1900,  1%-^%  Uka  Otto  and 
Knolic,  ^vlniE  up  Die  hypoilieiU  of  a  ireoond  Imprltormient,  hotdt  to  tha 
■ulhenttcity  of  ihe  (Hiionils:  but  lliU  poution  i*  ruely  occupied  at  th« 
preicDt  dajr,  and  will  picilablj'  ^tovt  mora  and  man  nateiMblv. 

The  outline  of  Paul's  career  as  given  in  Acts,  even  when 
ample  allowance  is  made  for  Ihe  laaina  of  Luke's  narrative, 
docs  not  leave  any  place  for  Ihe  com]>osition  of  these  pastorals. 
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'  ttfle  and  aim  render  it  impracticable  to  diitiienie  them  over 
a  term  of  yotrs,  during  which  Psul  was  writing  his  other  lettcn. 
They  muKt  be  taken  as  a  group,  and  in  this  event  the  only 
alteinaiive  to  a  sub-Pauline  origin  is  to  dale  them  subsequent 
to  a  supposed  release  of  Paul  Trom  his  imprisoment  in  Rome. 
IIm;  evidence  lor  thi»  releaM:,  followed  by  a  tour  in  the  Wesiem 
Mediterranean,  ia  not  adequate,  however;  such  as  it  is  {Aelut 
Pfiri  ntm  Simont,  Mural.  Canon),*  it  is  probably  due  to  an 
imaginative  expansion  of  Ro  15"-*'.  The  devout  fancy  of  the 
later  church  believed  that  because  Paul  proposed  such  a  visit  to 
Spain,  he  roust  have  carried  it  out ;  but  n<j  ^uch  imdiiion  lingered 
in  Spain  itself,  and  the  express  staiemenLs  of  Ac  lo'^-  **,  together 
with  the  significant  silence  of  Clemens  Komanus  imply  that  the 
firu-century  tradition  knew  of  no  return  to  Asia  Minor.  The 
Pauline  pastorals  themselves  say  nothing  either  of  a  visit  to 
Spain  prior  to  the  letum  to  the  Ka:ft,  or  of  a  proposed  tour  to 
%ain. 

Th*  ihetotieal  puiage  in  CIcri.  Rnm.  s**'  dcKribcs  how  Paul,  i^ii<{ 
ftthtU9M  it  Tt  rn  d*ar»X^  aal  />  r^  ti^»,  ri  Tiirsfw  rqf  rdrrfui  a^sp 
cX/«t  Ao^r.  Anaioiri'rqr  tijil(at  SKa»  rlr  t^^iw  lol  /rl  li  Hfiit^  rf/t  Siatvt 
IKSur  toi  luifmp^ai  i*l  rut  vyviryi/twr,  gt>rwr  trTiWAyn  TtD  ttt^v.  The 
wfka  b  porlnyin^^  llie  iweep  of  Paul'*  caieer  Sttttu  JcruMlcin  la  Komo 
(Ro  Ij'),  where  hU  sun  had  taAeA  iu  eonnr.  To  a  Roman  -ri  rtfiim  t% 
Urfwi  wouM  probalily  dcnulo  the  Wnirm  MnliietmnMn,  but  Clement  wu 
wtitiaf  fof  Eutcm  foulcn  nnd  adoplini;  ti\.eit  xtandpoiiK.  Ttiiu  draroX^t 
•od  JiVif  arc  ui«il  of  Sytii  uiil  Rome  mpectively  in  leniL  A'tm.  a.  Thn 
intnpnMliun  ii  cottoboratnl  by  die  clou  cullixaiion  ai  OJur  ind 
liMfn^fiiinu  rrX.  Jn  Clcmcnl  (implying  thai  Pnul  t>:pie  hii  ustimony  al  tt 
Tini*  T^t  JAfttft),  and  clinched  by  the  ooniexi  which  dates  the  death  of  faul 
and  pM«t  prior  to  (ht  SVronlc  pcrMcutuMi.  Oiliciwite,  i!  niifilil  lir  taken  a* 
BB  iBfcttnee.  UIu  the  Uio  alliuiona.  &oin  Ro  1$**  (cp.  Moflatt.  £Si.  508S  t 
SchaJcdcl,  SSt\  4599-46<X> ;  Wotknuin,  /Wtitufim  iw  lAi  Early  Chink, 

%  8.  Traett  in  early  Cfiristhn  iilfrahirt. — The  coincidences 
of  thought  and  expression  between  Barnabas  and  the  pastorals 
are  too  general  to  prove  literary  dependence  either  way.  Phrases 
likc/sAUwr  KpiVtiv  {uiiTac  mi  v<*(xn/%  (vii  =^  i  Tl  4'),  ^v*pova^a* 
h  irtpti  (vi,  xii,  cp.  1  Ti  3'*)  and  ttirit  {w^«  (i  =  Tit  i'  3*) 
probably  belonged  to  'the  common  atmosphere  of  the  diuich' 
(HoIUmann,  von  Soden,  Bernard),  liturgical  or  catechetical,  and 
the  sanve  consideration  would  fairly  cover  v.'i-a  Ti  1'",  xix» 

t",  although  the  manifestation  of  Christ's  grace  in  choof- 
•  Fur  ihe  A'M  Panti,  art  RoUTr  in  UNA.  li.  ]«8£ 
: 
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lug  ftpostles  SvTiK  inrip  natray  ifiaprio)'  httfiMripovt  (v.*)  U  a 
Striking  parallel  to  i  Ti  i^'^  Not  much  stress  could  be  put 
upon  the  occurrence  in  Ignatius  of  some  terms  cbaracteiistic  of 
the  pastorals  (e.g.  aijyiakmTiiutf  of  errorists,  iata^aavp^tm'm, 
iripo&i&j/rKaXta',  KoXoStSairicaXM,  Kanumjpa,  and  rpavrdStuK), 
did  such  phenomena  stand  alone,  but  further  traces  of  the 
epistles  being  familiar  to  Ignatius  (cp.  Inge  in  NTA.  71-73) 
occur  in  Magn.  -a.  eta  (Jesus  Christ  our  hope)—  i  Ti  i',  Pefyk. 
iv.  3" I  Ti  6*,  Potyk.  vi.  3  (ipwKtrf  c^  ctrpixTfvnrdf)  —  9  Ti  a*, 
Magn.  viii.  i  —  i  Ti  4^,  Tit  i'^  3*,  possibly  also  in  the  use  of 
i^mpiiai.  {Eph.  ii.  1,  cp.  Smym,  x.  3  —  a  Ti  i"),  rikot  fit  i.yA.w7i 
{Eph.  xiv.  I  -  r  Ti  i«),  and  i>£m>«>/i6i  (£/A.  xx.  i  - 1  Ti  i*,  cp. 
Palyk.  vi.  — Tit  lO-  The  case  of  Clem.  Rom.  is  not  quite  bo 
clear.  A  phrase  likd  lifting  holy  hands  ixxix.  i,  cp.  1  I'i  a*)  is 
too  current,  as  Lightfoot  shows,  to  count  as  evidence  of  literary 
filiatioi^  vhite  jSofftXtv  -rvtv  aliavuv  (IxL  a,  cp.  Apoc  15*  M  C, 
I  Ti  i'^  goes  back  to  Jewish  liturgical  terminology ;  but  these 
would  gain  significance  if  other  parallels  tike  a.  7  (frot^iot  dc  wav 
Ipyov  iya66y,  cp.  xxiv.  4)  — Tit  3'  (irpof  way  Ipyov  dyoMf  jro^unn 
itvw,  cp.  a  Ti  a"  3"^  vii.  3  (xai  tSu^uv  rt  KoXof  xai  ri  rcpwvov 
Kot  TI  TfKMTfifKTai'  Jf (uiTiov  Tov  wovq(rayTiK  i}/^i)  =  1  Ti  3*  (rmiro 
KoXiv  (tai  iroSfwroi'  Ji^iof  toS  mar^fXK  i^/iui'  dcoS),  XXviL  I— a 
(mvT^  ovy  Tg  thr(Bi  rpmrStSto'tfaio'U'  a!  ifivnal  ^/un'  r^  mar^  tv 
Tots  JmyyiXuut  .  .  .  ovSiv  yap  itfivvarof  irapa.  rip  0«p  (I  fi^  rd 
^cucnurtfat)  —  Tit  I*  (Jr  JXvlSt  £01^  awifi'ov,  ^  Js'TyytLXaTO  A 
i^miS^  fitot),  xlv.  7  (&  HoAtpjl  (TvvtiS^d  Aarpfvo'vTuiv)  —  a  Ti  I* 
(XarpdfN  Jv  KoAipf  crvvtiS^ii),  and  liv.  3  =  1  Ti  3"  (vcptmicMrAu 
in  connection  with  the  ministiy),  were  allowed  to  indicate  some 
liteiaiy  relationship.*  That  they  do  so,  is  suggested  further  by 
a  series  of  coincidences,  including  ii.  i  (rots  j^oSiott  tov  9tov 
Vovfio-oi)-!  Ti  6«,  and  xxxii.  3  =  3  Ti  i».  Tit  3*-^.  In  this 
event,  unless  we  attribute  all  these  phenomena  to  a  common 
milieu  of  church  feeling,  a  literary  dependence  must  be 
postulated  on  the  side  of  the  pastorals,  or  of  Clement  The 
former  is  not  impossible.     It  is  erroneous  to  assume,  in  the  case 

*  The  pouilutity  of  a  common  source,  in  the  ihape  of  some  catechetioJ 
manual  {A.  J.  Carlyle  id  IfTA.  pp.  S°-Sl)  """fiht  explaio  the  corre- 
(pondence  between  L  3  ind  Tit  3*^  (where  oliw/iytii  hu  >  v.L  oiiDupeii). 
atffTn i.yaf^  oceun  in  uvi.  i=Tit  3",  but  in  different  senses,  and* comnKm 
Mnioi[diere  might  account  for  the  frequent  tue  of  titlptia  in  both,  and  allied 
•ccUiiaitical  conceptioiu,  M,  «^.,  i.  3,  xliv.  4>iiTi  5",  ilU.  4bi  Tij'*. 


PAUL:  TO  TIMOTHEUS  AND  TITUS 


419 


oT  a  NT  writing  and  an  cxtnt-canoniail  dorainent,  that  the 
I  liicraiy  filiation  must  ipw  faeio  be  in  favour  of  the  fonner  as 
jriur;  this  is  a  nitsconccption  due  to  the  turrcptitious  intro- 
duction of  the  canon-idea  into  the  cnticiim  of  early  Christian 
liicrature  (p.  10).  If  an  examination  of  the  pastorals  in  other 
aspects  points  to  the  first  decade  of  the  second  century  as  their 
period,  there  can  be  no  objection  to  the  view  that  Clem.  Rom.  is 
used  by  their  author  just  as  by  Polykarp.  The  deep  and  wide 
influence  speedily  won  hy  Clem.  Rom.  ia  othenvi^e  ithown  by  its 
incorporation  in  the  Muratorian  Canon.  But  the  hypothesis  of 
the  tuc  of  the  pastorals  in  Clement  has  also  a  fair  case,  which 
would  involve  their  composition  not  much  later  than  a.d.  80. 
The  latter  date  is  not  impossible,  particularly  if  the  presence  of 
[later  glos.%es  and  accretions  is  admitted. 

The  most  assured  traces  of  the  pastorals  in  early  Christian 
literature  occur  in  Polykarp's  epistle  ;  for  although  Titus  cannot 
be  shown  to  have  been  before  Polykaqi't  mind  (vL  3  -  a'*), 
both  I  Tim.  (iv.  \  -  6"- ",  ir.  3-5*,  v.  a  -  j*,  viiL  i  - 1 ',  xi.  1  '• 
3*,  xii.  3=a' 4")  and  a  Tim.  (v.  a -a",  ix.  a  =  4",  11.4-2'*, 
xii.  1  =  1'}  are  evidently  familiar  to  him,  as  indeed  is  generally 
acknowledged.  There  ate  only  two  or  three  allusions  in  Justin 
Martyi's  Dialogut  {vii.  7  and  xxxv.  3  =  i  Ti  4',  better  still  xlvii. 
]5  =  Tit  J,*);  but,  aa  the  second  century  advances,  the  evidences 
for  the  circulation  of  the  pastorals  multiply  on  all  sides,  (rom 
Theophllus  of  Antioch  (ad  Auli^yi.,  quoting  ax  ^<uk  Ai>y<K 
Tit  3'-*,  I  Ti  a*)  and  Hejtesippus  (if  Eus.  If.  E.  iii.  31  may  be 
taken  as  conveying  his  exact  words)  in  the  East,  to  Aihcnogoras 
of  Athen.i,  the  churche.1  of  Lions  and  Vienne  (Eus.  N.  E.  v.  1-3), 
and  J  Clement  in  the  West  a  Tim.  seems  to  be  presupposed 
in  the  Acts  of  Paul,  as  is  1  Tim.  in  the  ApoH.  CoMstitufyns  (cp, 
Haniack  in  TU.  iii.  5,  49  f-};  and  all  three  are  authoritative 
to  Irenseus,  Tcrtullian,  and  Clem,  Alex.  They  appear  in  the 
Muraiorian  Canon  a.t  private  letters  ('pro  affectu  et  dilecttone'), 
yet  like  Philemon  honoured  and  accepted  by  the  church 
catholic.  Cp.,  generally,  Zahn's  GK.  i.  634  f. ;  Stcinmetz,  Dit 
tuitHe  rUm.  Gt/angtiuehafi  dts  AfiosMs  Paulus,  (1897)  104  C. 

According  10  Tuiulliati  (oA.  Mtrt.  v.  ai),  Hattion  excluded  ilicin  from 
hit  cuion  on  the  giouiid  that  they  were  prime  tcticn,  and  (bcierorc  un*ul(- 
■blc  foi  ptifposn  uf  KCncnit  cdilicAllna  (conlnM  Ihc  prolcu  o(  iJis  Muntorian 
Canon).  Bui,  at  hi>  adroiuion  of  Philemon  prom,  this  «aj  protwUy  nu 
motE  than  •  pretext  t  his  teal  ifwoa  was  eilber  that  be  Mtpecttd  theii 
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iiuthenilclty,  ot  thai  ilic  «|i!iilc*  cliuck  at  tcinccpilimi  which  mcrt  tilled  to 
hisown,  and  thai  no  ptDCcu  of  cKuion,  tuch  u  he  ptDCiiKd  in  Iheouc,/^.. 
o(G»lalisni  uiil  Komniis,  coiild  adipl  ihnM  pulorab  lu  his  own  we.  Hie 
£IUMlIc  ertnrisiii  of  the  lecond  century  hit  the  mme  o1:4ecUa(i  to  ihtm. 
*T»J  n£n)t  A(Vx^»i(fu  »fli  fur^i  (I  Ti  6"'-|  ol  iwi  r^  olfiritr  tAi  vph 
TimW""  dfiroi'irit  ^tfToXdi  (Clem.  Alci.  Slmm,  ii.  ■  I.  J]|.  Jrrvnie,  in  hi* 
pttface  to  Titut,  nole*  th*l  Uaiill'Ici  *sui  olhci  Itacheri,  u  well  ki  Alafcion, 
rejected  the  I'auline  pasionilt  togethet  with  Hcbrcwi,  u  avourine  loo  mvcfa 
of  the  01',  itlihMU|;h  Taliaii,  *  Kncntiuium  |Mlii>ichn,*  maik  an  cKCrpIion 
in  favour  of  Tiiiu,  uid  ibc  Valentiniuu  *ccm  lo  have  icad  the  cpiiilet  to 
Timotbeiu. 


(C)  HEBREIVS. 

LiTBIATDILK.— (a)  Editiont '— Erasmu*  t/hmfiniili,  I5»i);  J.  B. 
Pomcranut  (^Ri'Vu/rjiif;,  NiiicmbFrg,  iJlSf);  Cajrtan,  LtUtriUi  txtetifU 
(Rome,  1519);  Itutllnger  (t5J>)i  Oeoojampadiiu  (15^4):  Calvio  (1549)*; 
Beta  (IS8»i  N.  lIcmminH  (1586]!  J.  J.  Gtynanu  (Bule,  1586);  J.  A. 
Dtlfini  (K<niie,  1587):  d«  Ribrira  (Salamuica.  1598)1  Salmeroo  (Colopte, 
160a);  R.  Kotlock.  Anafyiii  Ugia  <EdliiL>nt|:h.  1605);  F.  BaldoiniH 
(DitfHt^iemt,  160S);  deTcna  (Toledo,  1611):  Lushingtan(i&46}i  Alting 
[l6j3)i  LAwion(t663)i  1.  Owen  (tjjndon,  16&S-1CT4I;  Sohauian Schmidt 
(1680,  thiid  edition,  1711);  Wiuichcn'i /'iirtwi/^i^1t69t} ;  S.  S.  Ncmcifaut 
(169J) ;  Brauniiu  [1705) ;  Kamtach  (1743)  I  ncrctr  and  Bsiaini  (LaL  cd.  t^ 
MIcIiaolU,  Halle,  1747);  Carfoow,  Sarrm  tstnUaliami  in  Si.  f\tuU  tfiit, 
aJ  Uiintet  <i75o]*  1  Sykci  (175s);  J-  A.  Cntmet  (1757);  B«im|[aiMi 
(llallc,  1763)1  MoldcntMim  <i76l-i77o,  Lripog)!  U.  T.  ZAchaiil 
(CMilniieii,  I77I);  S.  V.  N.  Morut|i7Si);  AbtRKfa.  f^rafAraiit  a  mumM, 
(l7S6f.)  I  F.  W.  Hoel  (17QS) ;  J.  Ernciti,  Pralulmut  AtaJtmkm  (1795); 
G.  C.  Stoir  (StBtt|;ait.  1S09);  Walckcnauer,  Stlma  1  SihtNi  (1817)1  D. 
Schuli,  oEc  Brit/  an  dit  IM.,  EinUilung,  Uih*rwttmg.  u»d  AnKfturngm 
(BtttUn,  1818]*  I  A.  WUa3\  (London,  1830)1  C  F.  Bochme  (iSaj)*; 
S.  T.  Htoinf-cld  [London,  iSa6-7)i  V.  bleck  (tSaS-^o)*!  C  T. 
Kulnoel  (iSji)  1  II.  E.  G.  Paulut  (itl33) :  II.  Klec'a  AutltcfHt  (Maymcc; 
t8]J) :  C.  W.  Suin  (iSjS);  R.  Slier  (1843)1  Umhud  [1843);  de  Wette* 
(1847);  Thimch  (Matbuig,  1S4S];  Stcne«l'*  Hrklantng  (itUo);  Ebnrd 
(1850,  Edg.  tt.  1853);  Tlioluck' ('850)1  S.  11.  TufiwilNev  Voik,  1855); 
A.  S.  PalWnon  (Edinburgh.  iSj6)i  Delitisch*  (iBsy,  Ei>8-  Vc.  lS65)*t 
UaMiStun*{i86o);E.KeuM(iS6oand  1878);  A.  5Iaki(FNibarg,  1861)1 
C  Schwdghauaet'*  Pantfkroit  (raiii,  t86i):  John  Bro«a  (Edia.  i86i)j 
AUiinl>(l86a)i  A.  B>>i>m|i(iS6i);  Klutie (<4wAf»<v ».  Ltk'i^f.  i86j}i 
LQneniann*(l867.  Eng.  tr.  of  fouilh  cd.  iSSi}i  W.  Llndwy  (Edlnbw^bv 
1S67)  I  Ripley  (lioilan,  l86>) ;  J.  IL  KuiU  (1S69)  1  E-ald.  SmittliFtAm 
m  Jit  fftt.  (iS;o);  J.  B.  M'Caul  (London,  1871)1  t-  Hums  (187111 
llofmana*  (1871):  Woiner  I 


I 

I 

I 


r (1876) I 


(in  L«nge'i 


1877); 


'  For  Ibe  Litbi  Mmmcnurla,  ftora  the  itxth  century  onwafdt,  cp.  £ 
Riggeobach**  "  Die  UUeiieTi  latciniichcn  Kommentare  mm  lleL"  (1907,  in 
Zatm's  /■eruitattf  "•'  G'uk.  d,  luuUtt.  Kattmit,  vlii.  1). 
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FfficacMlttl  {BftiUtm  PtmH  W  /M.  turn  raUtiitrt  Mvwn/tfrA,  Lelpilit 
iSyS):  I.  UU  |M&]r«n«,  \iK);  ^ivf  {S^taJw'i  Cfmmtmlary,  iSStt;  Puiek 
|iS8i)i  A.  B.  I>>v»lt.m  (iSSi)*:  Ant:ui  (Sch&IT*  Ctfmi*.  i8Si);  O. 
HolKhnKr(Unlin,  iSSj):  Kcil  (Uipiig.  1SS5);  J.  Baimby  (/^//tV  C^hm.* 
1887)1  V.  RenJall  (1888.  LonJoo) ;  SchlMtet  (1H88);  Knhler'  (1800)] 
C.  j-  V>ueh«n(I-ondon,  1S90):  W.  F.  Moullon  (F.ilicou't  CatHm.  n.  <l,]i 
Fium  iCGT.  lS9i)l  A-  Schufct  (MUiawr.  189J):  Padovuii  (Pari*.  1897); 
m  WciB*  (— Meytr,  189T)*  :  KiKKcnbsch  (— Zockln,  1897):  Kab«l(iS9t)| 
V  ron  Soam*  (//C.  1899):  C.  Iluyghc  (Cand.  1901);  Cone  (1901,  New 
Voik)  [  Weis*  •  (in  l\tMli»iitit  BrUft,  I9(»)  i  WMteotl'  ( 1993)  •  t  F.  Bten, 

tBri^an  Jit  Hitratr,  Tixi  mil  AHgitii  4rr  KAylkmta  ( 1903) ;  J.  v*n  Andvl, 
Dt  Brl^^mA  J/tMlttr  [1906):  A.  S.  rcahe  (C5.  n.  d.)*;  IloUmnnn 
(5A'7'.>I907):  Z.  J.  Goodipod  (New  York,  1908);  D^ixit  ISCr.  I9tO}*i 
E.  C  Wkkhiim  ( H'C.  1910). 

§(4)  Snidie*— (L)  on  (li«  rcligiooi  id««i; — D.  Diokton  (163$))  J>  IX 
Michiclis*  {£rtMmii£,  1780)1  C  (j.  Tittm^nn  (dt  nelitiu  laceii/Mii  im 
Sf.  ai  Jiti.  1783);  I'tuick  [Mtfatur  /Ai/ai.  plaliiniia  t^ligia  tsslart  im 
tf^.  ad  iM.,  GoitinBcn.  1810):  dc  WptM  (HW.  JakH.,  1821,  I'SO; 
A.  Gorier,  Privai-  i'ertruffi  (SatmniMori',  1837) ;  C.  C  Mej^r,  .K(Mi  »ir 
Ji  d»ttrim4  dt  tlf,  au*  H.  (1845);  vui  den  tlkm,  t>9ilrina  tfi.  ad  H. 
(1847):  C.  C  Moll,  Ciristtligiit  in  If.  ad  Utb.  prgptsita  (1854-^,  Kallc);' 
^usiM,  AUtiiikjlittlun  A'i>iA<'(pi>.  iS9t.)(  J.  A.  Hild^ne  [iS6o)i  Riehm, 
dkr  UluUgrig  da  IM<\nr6rit/i*  (1S67)*:  Baor*!  FV/.'niivM  •'A*'  KT 
licit  Tktifiegie  (pp.  ajof.);  H.  W.  Willunu  iSxfoa/ifii.  1871);  But, 
Ciant  Hillary  af  Fint  T'ir**  C*Miinti  {Enp  tr,  1878,  i.  114-liOi  R-  W. 
D»le,  Tkt  JtwUh  Ttmfii  and  fit  Ciriilian  CAmuA*  (tSSo);  J.  £.  Field, 
Tit  A/ttt.  Lilargy  and  lAt  Sfiu.  la  Hti.  (tSSa)|  T.  C.  Edwudi, 
{EsftiSt't  tau,  rS8S];  RcuM  \ftTTk.  il.  ib%{.U  KloMeniMan,  iw- 
Tk^rit  dir  bikt,  Wiiis-^^ung  a.  t.  CAaratltriiHt  4ei  llibtHtritritft  (1889); 
Com,  Tki  G^tfit  and  in  i^rlitil  liUtrfrtl.  (i893J  >3]-349i  Men^oc, 
ThMagii  dt  r/f.  aux  M.  (1S94)*:  Fmcu,  Early  Dayt  »f  Cirinianiry 
(bk.  iiL);  ilolumuin,  Nm.  u.  361-308)  Wcndi  {.ZtVT.,  1S95,  157- 
160)  1  A.  B.  Brace  |iii  HajtiinKi'  DB.  iL  3J7-US,  aod  Tkt  Sfisilt  la  lit 
MtArttat,  1899)*:  Mill>s»a,  Tkt  Thttltgy  of  Iht  EfiUU  It  lit  Hibmas 
(1S99)*  I  G.  IL  Gilbert.  Tht  Firtl  Intttfrturt  af  Jaitt  (1901),  159-197  ; 
G.  Hwnnick*,  *D)o  »ii  1  lichen  Anxchauuncon  doa  Hrbrjlerbriefei'  \ZWT., 
t90a,  14-40);  G.  Bkiley,  Ijading  fjrai  rf  Ep.  la  Htirtwi  (1907!;  Hra«lon 
(KTQE.,  1907.  39-*6l.  lii)  (jencr.li— W.  C.  L.  Zicglcr's  £i»iiiltiiti 
(Udltin|>en,  1791)!  A.  K^iile,  Dr  tf.  ad  tiii.  aiiHttUia  (Oenovs,  1817)1 
Stjflkitli,  Dt  iadalt  ftmHtiri  .  .  .  {iSii] ;  F.  VidoJ.  Dt  raulXtnUtiU  dt 
tif.  an*  ffai.  {,Ctaey*,  1839):  I^iharpe,  frfdi  irtirt^avfar /dufA.  (Tonlouse, 
1833) :  Gmamann,  Di  fiiUt.  /ud.  laera  t^ligiii  in  tf.  ad  Htt.  imififm't 
(Parii,  |8J3):   Dnkc  o\  Muichettei  {l/ara  Htiraiia,   1835;  on  i'-4"); 


I 


'Superior,  on  the  whole,  to  Zinimcnnann'l  /«  ftrumiu  tt  tmiert  dt 
CiritI  fafrh  Cif.  ant  H.  (SlruatiDtu,  tSjS  1  Sdnus'  //ehi  Cktiil,  ^afrft 
Faulnr  di  tff.  am  U.  (Stduaburi;.  186I ),  iml  Ci;illl<-iy'i  CifiyI  1  tarn 
tuvra  Xafirti  tip.  aix  U.  (Toulouse.  1 1866) ;  but  not  to  G.  E.  Sleuer*!  dit 
Ltirtdtt  it.  vam  UtktmfrittUiUitim  CArirff  (Berlin,  iSCj). 
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K.  R.  lUmin.  7%at.  /*M.  (1853)  410^-.  (i8S4)  3«f-.  4<S(-  i  W.  Till, 
M*i/iiatiaus  Hihrana  (London,  1S5;) :  Wieiel«r'«  Vnlernukmitg  \\'Ut\\\ 
Cuen^  £iuJt  mr  fffiUrt  aux  H.  (E>ar:«,  \%W\ ;  Schncckfuhiirsn'i  BHtrip 
(18O1-1861I:  Kenui,  iv.  (eh.  U.]:  W.  Giimm  fXtVT.,  1870.  pp.  igt. 
'  nil  Emlcilung  in  d.  Brier  ui  die  HetiL')  *  i  G.  S(e<mrd,  ArptmtHt  if  lit 
tfitiltutki  mhrmii  (Etllnburth,  iK?*);  Hilgmrsld  \Z»T.,  iS}],  ■•J4); 
G.  Meyct  \ESR.  vi.  lijf.li  Ovctheck  (Zxr  Guri.  d>r  A'«««m.  pp.  iL, 
1S80);  von  Sodcn  {//T..  1884.  pp.  43jf-.  «»;f)*!  W.  T  BoIloA 
(Smith'*  AA  I,  771-777} !  Kmui,  AT7'4.  ii.  aj8-a6i  ;  Godet  (f.^*  lii. 
341-163);  G.  G.  FindUj',  Tttt  Sfiiiilacf  I\utl the  Afvillt  l,iiqi\.  pp,  as7- 
a87  ;  II.  B.  A)-1m,  Dtiti-MlUn.  Datt,  and  Aulhtrtiif  af  Iht  Bf.  I*  iki 
Httrtwi  (1899):  MoffMI  1//JV7:  344r-];  Jaci|iiicr  (Vigciroax*  DS.  iiL 
SiS-SSDi   W.  Wred«,  Vol  mrraHiiht  Rilul  4n  IMrittMtfi  (I90«)*; 

E.  But|g;i^ler  iZ.VIf.,  190S,  I  to  iji,  'du  lltcrari«h«  ProUem  de* 
HebrtriliriefH,'  eriiique  of  Wrtdc) ;  }.  R.  Willi>  [HMtin|;i'  Dff.,  1904. 
JSS-W**':  •*-  Wei".  ^^  /Mrarrirti/  in  ttiigisekiiitlirMtr  BtkuiAtmf 
{TV.  »x«v.  3,  1910);  R.  Pcidrlntili  {ZSVif.,  1910,  J9-78,  roj-133. 'dw 
litcnruche  Problem');  V.  Monod,  Dt  lituh  tfiiifuia  vulf  ^  Utirati 
fHiirif.r  (Moniaulsn.  1910) ;  Butecnllpr  (7*^,  191D,  ^i-jt.,  4p^i.,  *Mar 
UntcntichunKcn  lum  Hrlirlcrliricf ').  (iii.)  on  the  >athonhip:^^  A. 
Cleolvre  {Dt  auitart  tf.  ad  Nfi.  1753I ;  C.  F.  Schmid  <,Siftr  arjf,  tfitt. 
adHib.  1765) ;  G.  8»li  {Dt  argumtnU  it  amttn,  .  .  .  |go6) ;  Baumprtnt- 
Cnuiuil/V  rH^Mt  tfititU  aJ  /fib.  tanjiitiira,  Jrtw,  1839)1  F.  C  Gelpc 
{yinJiiiat  trig.  ftml.  ffi.  aJ  litd.  tSjl);  C.  Jundl  \Exame»  trili^ttt  mr 
ftMinir  dtFff.  awx  Htbrmx.  Slnuiburs,  1834)1  H.  Monod ( /.'<VA>/ «m 
HA.  H'alfiu  dt  S.  Ptui  Sifii*tliuf[:,  1838] ;  E.  G.  Putot  {AffrfyieiiM  dts 
frrux'*t  femr  tl  lomlrt  r»rig.  fattl..  Toalotue,  1S51} ;  J.  Kiocchec  ( Or  ^kAw 
£f.  ad  Heitatt,  Jn»,  1S71} ;  G.  H.  Room  ( Ti fHif,  1S9J,  ito-aij); 
A.  Wtighi,  &-«  A'/'  fi^limi  (1898),  pp.  331  (.  ;  HirtiKt  (iTA'**'.,  1900. 
l&-4t,  •PtoholiitUuliei  die  AdiPHcund  den  Vcrfasci  do  llebrtecbridca')  * ; 

F.  M.  %chit\t{A/T..  I90S'  *90-y>8)i  K.  Kndclmann  [.VA'/  iqio,  loa- 
rj6);  F.  I)iMim[/Vr  frrfaiur  d.  IMrAtrtriiJu,  Eim  Ut'lrfKAmitg tar 
Ctttkiihti  dts  tVi-irj'nirii/Hmi,  Sttaioburg.  1910).  {ir.|on  the deMJoulM : — 
E.  M.  Roth,  Kfi%1.  vulgi  ad  Htbnm  iniiriffm  ad  .  .  .  tkrittiaitm gmm 
grmlilti  tt  fKHtn  ad  £phiiiat  dalam  fiit  dtmt»arart  ctnalur  ( Ftulillwl, 
1836)*:  M.J.  HncV  {^r  dit  urtfmitgiiiktn  Ltttr  d.  Brit/ ait  dit  tfttri^, 
Tubingen,  l8j6li  G.  C.  A.  I.Uncmann  (£)r  lil.  fmr  ad  i/it.  imitriitmtwr 
frimii  Uitifibm,  liollingen,  1853) ;  B.  lldgl  ( Vtrfatur  mtd  Adrtn*  da 
BH^tt  am  dit  Htbrirr,  1905)  ■. 

S  I.  ContttUt  and  oulUitt. — (Cp.  Thi«n,  RB.,  190J,  74-86)1 
The  writer  opens,  in  a  Btalcly  paragraph,  by  describing  the 
superiority  of  Jesus  Chriil,  as  God's  Son,  to  the  angels  (t  *-><')}.* 

'  The  w-called  logion  IRcsch,  /'aii/f'iiii«»Bj,  4j4(.),  quoted  fciur  llmet  liy 
Epiphaniui  (J  IdXwi'  i*  r»i  T/i»^raii,  iini  rtpn/H),  n  limply  l>lc«n  froDi 
It  $3*  (l.XX).  It  n  eijuiklly  piMatiou*  lo  eonncei  Im  Kctcli,  /^aurinitmni, 
456-457)  4"  wiih  the  tngion  prcKtved  by  Origcn  i/m  Mall.  lorn.  KiJi.  1) :  nai 

tui  li4  rsAi  ti^vrai  iiilmr. 
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lofd^hip  over  the  world  to  come  is  the  prerogative  of  Jcstis  alone. 
He  is  supenOT  also,  as  God's  Son,  to  Moses  (s'-a"),  and  assures 
hit  people  of  a  perfect  Rest  in  the  world  to  come.  Finally,  as 
God's  Son,  he  is  superior  to  Aaron  and  the  I^vttiotl  priesthood 
(4'**-),  as  the  high  priest  of  the  good  things  to  come  (9"),  after 
Ih*  ffrJer  0/  AfiiihitfdtA.  ficrc  the  writer  grapples  with  the 
otalter  which  is  really  at  issue  between  himself  and  his  friends 
(cp.  A.  Schmidt,  Htb.  h.  14-v.  to:  Eine  fxtge/iu^e  S/tnHe^  1900). 
Reproaching  them  for  their  immaturity  and  backwardness  in  the 
iheokigv  of  iheir  failh  {5"-6'*),*  he  proceeds  to  instruct  them  in 
the  higher  doctrine  of  Christ's  hcat-enly  priesthood.  This,  with 
all  its  far-ieaching  consequences  for  religion,  is  the  heart  and 
he^ht  of  the  author's  message.  Since  he  conceives  religion 
uivder  the  aspect  of  a  covennnt  or  Sta^inj,  which  must  be 
dcicrmined  by  a  priesthood  of  some  sort,  the  introduction  of  the 
final  and  perfect  covenant  implies  the  revelation  of  a  corre- 
sponding priesthood  in  the  penon  of  Jesus  Christ  the  Son  of 
God.  which  is  held  to  be  only  the  fulfltment  of  the  Mel- 
cbuxdek  sacetdotal  order;  and,  as  the  latter  was  prior  to  the 
Leviticftl,  the  supersession  of  the  I.evitical  order  by  the  eternal, 
faenenly  priesthood  of  God's  Son,  Jesus  Christ,  is  quite  natural, 
em  apart  Trom  the  fact  that  a  change  of  priesthood  involved 
a  change  or  the  law  or  the  religious  economy  {7).  The  cltniax 
or  crown  of  the  argumcntt  is  now  reached  (8').  Whereas  the 
divine  revelation  in  Judusm  had  been  given  through  angels  (a^ 
established  by  Moses  (3*^-)  and  perpetuated  by  tlie  Aaronic 
priesthood  (s"-).  Jcsu*  's  superior  to  all,  especially  to  the  third 
as  the  embodiment  of  the  two  former.  The  superiority  of 
Christ's  priestly  ministry  over  that  of  the  Lcvitical  order,  as 
a  means  of  access  to,  and  fellowship  with,  God,  is  the  fulfilment! 
of  Jeremiah's  famous  oracle  (S'")  which  promised  such  a  valid 
and  absolute  covenant  as  Christ  has  inaugurated  al  his  ascenKion ; 
and  (9^'")  it  is  a  superiority  {  (a  its^Hurtpa  Xxtrovpyia)  which  is 
Dptified  in  the  sanctuary,  the  oOering,  and  the  conserjuent 


Keurat 


*  Cp.  J.  Albui't  amy  [ZWr.,  1904,  86-9JI  oa  '  llcb  5"'6*,  dn  W.nl 
nr  VsilstMocliaft  dn  Apollo*.' 

t  Fot  Ihn  ue  of  «f4\aio>,  ate  Fidd'i  Ofimm  Ntrftc.  (pan  ],   iS^). 
rp.  JJ7f- 

STlilt  iiMkn  It  ill  t!i«  mora  rrmsrltDblr  ilim,  unlikr  Paul  (1  Co  ll*''li 
be  KETCt  alluile*  to  Chriii's  vordi  upon  the  iia.H<"i  >I  I'lc  U>i  kit|>pM, 
^     I  Fm  IhE  depieci>10Ty  auoacc  in  9",  cp.  Field  {ff.  tit.  p.  339). 
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rdlowship  of  ihc  Son's  ministr)'  for  men.  His  sacrifice  of  hioiM'll 
for  them,  bdng  spiritual,  it  final  (9"-io");  il  alUins  the  end 
vainly  sought  by  previous  sacriSces,  and  iberdbre  su|ier(ede*  the 
biter.  Having  elucidated  (his  central  truth,  the  vritcr  advances  to 
make  it  the  basis  of  an  earnest  appeal  Tor  religious  confidence  and 
ilcadf4stness(toi»').  With  a  brief  warning  against  the  danger  of 
carelessness  and  aposuisy  {lo*'-"),  he  rallies  his  suffering  readers 
by  inciiing  them  to  be  worthy  of  their  past  faith  (lo**-).  This 
leads  him  lo  kindle  their  imagination  and  conscience  by  a 
magnificent  roll-call  of  the  sorely  tried  heroes  and  heroines  of 
Israel  who  had  believed  and  pleased  God  (i  i),  dosing  with  the 
example  of  Christ  as  the  leader  and  pcifectCT  of  faith  in  this 
vorld  (i)''').  The  example  of  the  Son's  suffering  and  loyalty 
proves  that  trouble  is  a  mark  of  the  father's  education  of  men, 
and  therefore  that  it  should  l>e  borne  patiently,  for  the  sake  of 
its  uses  ill*'-),  ail  the  more  so  that  the  privileges  thus  opened  to 
the  faith  of  the  new  covenant  involve  a  fearful  penalty  for  those 
who  reject  then.  A  choice  must  be  made  between  the  two 
dispensations,  and  the  author  rounds  off  his  exhortation  wilh 
a  moving  antithesis  between  the  terrun  and  punishment  of  the 
one  and  the  eternal  hope  and  reverent  confidence  of  the  other 
(ii'*-*»^  I'he  thought  of  the  break  with  the  old  order  that  is 
needful  for  any  adhesion  to  true  Christianity  follows  the  writer 
even  into  his  postscript,  where,  after  a  short  Ubic  of  cthkal 
duties (ij'Oi  'he  mention  of  the  former  teachers  from  whom  his 
readers  had  received  their  faith,  prompts  him  (in  a  dijjresston)  to 
emphasise  the  need  of  loyalty  to  sudi  principles  (i3**")  and  to 
their  pnrscnt  faithful  leaders  (13").  A  request  for  prayer  (t^") 
and  a  word  of  prayer  (13"'"),  followed  by  some  personal 
greetings,  end  the  epistle  (t3'*-"). 

I  3.  CharaeterittiiS  and  style,-— h  closer  examination  of  the 
writing  reveals  traces  of  Greek  rhetorical  prose,  but  not,  strictly 
speaking,  in  its  arrangement  upon  the  lines  of  a  rpooifMur  wpit 
tinuw  (i'-4'')  and  a  vp6$ttT«,  followed  by  a  Bi^Y'taii  wpat  wiAi- 
iWTjra  (4"-6*),  an  <iiri>6<if  (t  wpoi  iru9<H  (j'-io"),  and  an  h-tXoyot 
{to"-i3*>).  None  of  these  terms  exactly  corre*|>onda  to  the  rela- 
tive sections  of  the  epistle  (Wrede,  p.  3}).  Where  tlvc  literary  skill 
oftheauthor  comesout  isin  thedi-rt  adjuMmcnt  oflhcargumenta- 
liw  to  the  hortatory  sections  {l>il>i-lius,  p|).  6  (.}.  Tlw  superiority 
(cpL  £>ia/.  I  394S,  Kxiv)  of  Jvsus  Christ  to  all  angels  first  suggests 
the  enhanced  danger  of  neglecting  the  icvclalion  of  Cod  in  his 
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ySon  {i'-*,  conlrast  ■*  and  a*).    Then  the  mention  of  vam^pia 
(»*)  opens  out  into  a  paiagraph  upon  the  objects  of  that  salvation 

•(men,  not  angels,  >'*),  and  their  moral  unity  through  ^ufTering 
prhh  Christ  as  the  strong  and  sympathetic  high  priest  of  huoianily. 
Here  th«  leading  note  of  the  epistle  is  struck  by  anticipation 
{;!}''  2^  xeherr/crt  .  .  .  comider  Jesui  tht  afostle  and  higk  prial  of 
emnon/ftthn).  Before  pursuing  this  theme,  however,  the  author 
^Rsumes  the  idea  of  Christ  as  the  JLir^erroKo^  or  herald  and  agent 
^kf  God's  final  salvation  (i'  i*),  supcnor  as  God's  Son  to  Moses, 
who  wati  only  God's  servant  (j'"*) ;  this  parses  into  a  reiterated 
nming  againsl  unbelief  (3"-  "  4'""',  cp,  j"),  after  which  the 
author  reverts  to  encouragement  (4"''),  in  view  of  Jesus  (God's 
Son)  as  Ikf  grtal  high  priest  of  Christians,  considerate  and 
sympathetic  (as  in  a'*-").  Once  this  theme  is  under  way  (y"-), 
in  pipgreta  is  hardly  interrupted.  The  gathered  momentum  of 
Iheugtiment  finally  breaks  out  (10'*')  into  the  long  appeal  with 
whtcb  the  writing  ends,  an  apjieal  directly  addressed  to  the 
iimation  of  tlie  readers.  The  second  personal  pronoun  is  more 
f»equently  used  (to'*'-  1 1"*-  x^y-,  cp.  i'-  '*"  s***),  though  not  to 
tbeexdusionof  thefirel  (lo'*'"  ii"-ij»  ii»-»  cp.  ii«).     Still, 

I  the  redeeming  sacrifice  of  Christ  continues  to  reappear  (lo'"-*' 
SI**  13**  **'-)i  even  amid  the  practical  counseb  of  the  epilogue. 
Kebrews  has  a  sense  of  the  centre ;  there  is  a  constant  return 
to  the  permanent  and  vital  religion  of  Jesus  Christ,  amid  all  the 
arguments  on  ancient  ritual  and  history. 

On  the  Mropliic  character  of  the  «rtiet  i»it  (i*""  »'-3'  JP-4"  4"-S"  S"- 
6»  tf*  J'-S*  8^"  9"»  9»"  9»-to'  to»»  io»«|.  mc  H.  J.  CI»iM«  In 

Ztltltkrifi /lir  talk.  Tketles"  (1905I.  pp.  l-»7.  S">-S14  !  the  rhjrthmieal 
ptOM  of  the  whole  cpiutc  ii  diicussri  by  Blau  in  hii  c*uy  in  SK..  19M, 
4SO-461.  and  in  hU  Inlet  ni<inogitpIi.  Dit  A'kyihmtn  dtr  aiianiiikm  tmd 
r^m.  A^mulfrma  (1905).  pp.  41-4*.  78f.,  87 1.,  where  the  newly -diKiweKd 
fngment  in  the  I^xyihynchus  papyri  is  noticed,  and  attempt!  mc  niad«  to 
find  rhythm  lifht  and  left  (cp.  above,  p.  57). 

^m      The  style  corresponds  to  these  phenomena.     It  a  literary 

^Lnd  even  classical  in  parts.     "Si  Paul  est  un  dialectician  incom- 

^norable,  le  r6dacteur  de  I'^pitre  aua  H^hreux  a  plui6t  les  quati^Ss 

^d'un  oratem,  riche  et  profond  assur^menc,  mais  qui  ne  neglige 

pas  non  plus  les  affcts  du  style  et  la  recherche  du  beau  language  " 

(Boron,  NTTh.  ii.  391).    Thus— to  note  only  one  or  two  salient 

points— the  predilection  for  the  perfect  tense  may  sometimes  be 

explained  from  the  author's  desire  to  emphasiK  the  pennaneot 
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and  contemporary  value  of  >ooie  remote  action  (as,  t^.,  m 
^t-u  gu  ggQ  Wcstcott's  note  on  j*);  Bomctimes  it  is  nalunl 
enough,  as  may  be  gn(liert;<l  from  the  context  {e.g.  lo^*),  but 
occasionally  the  perfect  sectns  used,  neither  for  the  present  nor 
as  the  perfect  of  recorded  action  (cp.  Abbott's  Ditif.  3758),  but 
either  for  the  sake  of  literary  vaiiety,  to  break  a  tine  of  Ktrists 
(i  !>'■ "),  or  {i",  cp.  I*)  as  a  result  of  the  movement  which  after- 
wardii,  in  Byiantinc  Greek,  substituted  the  perfect  often  fof  the 
aorist  (Burton,  Moods  and  Ttntts,  8S ;  Jaonaris,  Hht.  Gk. 
Gramm.  439).  Besides  the  rare  use  of  the  aor.  pic.  in  a**,  and 
the  sparinj;  uite  of  the  definite  article,  other  traces  of  Greek 
culture  *  arc  visible  in  the  use  of  /»«• .  .  .hi  (seven  times,  t^.,  in 
ch.  7;  cp.  Nordcn's  Das  anlikt  Kunst^rota,  i.  25-16),  in  the 
oratorical  imperati^-es  of  7*  (cp.  tfia^circ,  4  Mac  14^,  in  the 
assonances  and  composite  phrases  which  dignily  his  style,  and 
in  the  application  of  atnSt  to  God  the  speaker  (13*),  as  in  the 
Pythagorean  school's  phrase  afTo*  l^  {thus  spake  Ike  Master, 
cp.  Ac  30°^).  The  epistle  shows  generally  a  striving  after 
thetotical  efTecl ;  the  author  is  not  a  litterateur,  but,  for  atl  his 
religious  aims,  he  is  now  and  then  a  conscious  stylist.  There  is 
also  ■  noUble  predilection  for  technical  philosophical  terms,  Of 
for  words  and  phrases  which  were  specially  employed  by  earlier 
philosophical  writers  from  Plato  and  Aristotle  to  PhitOi  t^. 
alir^iTT^ior,  Sijfitoup^  (of  God),  6iki}at,%,  tmpiowaBiiir,  ri/>(iyi£a, 
and  M^t^fM.  (cp,  A.  R.  EJgar  on  'The  Hellenic  Element  in 
Hebrews,'  Htrmalktna,  xi.  363-187).  These  and  Other  idiocyD 
ctasies  of  his  style  and  diction  are  thrown  into  relief  agaiofl 
those  of  Paul's  (cp.  Rcndall's  IMrews,  Appendix,  pp.  36  f.). 
Unlike  Paul,  he  uses  Umtp,  toff  nu^at-,  S$tr,  <ut  Iwik  tiwtlf,  and 
studiously  avoids  Spa  olf,  <f  th,  t'yt,  urt,  fiii  yti'mro,  /h^itiik, 
ifiijxfri,  WiTOTf,  ri  »lr,  etc  (see,  further,  below).  His  gram- 
matical use  of  •tcnvwuXy  and  n/tarttv  also  differs  from  that  of  Paul, 
and  other  terras,  ttke  nktiom,  arc  employed  in  different  seiaea. 
The  last-named  word  is  one  indication  of  the  distinctive  mental 

*  Thrre  arc.  or  cdiuic.  irvci  oF  vmuuUr  Grnk  u  w«II  m  of  idionMle 
Greek,  but  U  ii  (ur«ly  ruh  to  ari^c  that  Ihn  mI«  ticourroM  o(  the  t^i'irt 
naod  In  Ij"  ((Bra^Uad)  "ii  |iraumptin  proof  that  no  Alcundiiaii  did  not 
.write  tliit  cpLiile,  a*  it  11  not  likely  (hat  ih«  u»e  of  thii  wtird  ii)  tiot  ooe 
fautince  woald  liara  Mliifird  hi*  fmr  Gtnk  lulc'  (lUmuin,  Jfit^,  Doc 
18S6,  p.  to).  RoMnioii  Ciuioe,  u  Ituiley  once  put  il,  did  not  fad  ohl^tEcd 
tolntn,  from  the  linglc  iooitlrp  in  tho  ttnd,  thai  th«  bmi  wIw  nuuU  lb« 
bnpteuion  po«MW<d  only  oni  Iq[. 


cstt  of  the  autor  ai  Hehritos.  He  employs  and  adopts  the 
Aristotelian  idea  of  th?  rAoc  or  final  end,  with  its  tiktUao^^  or 
sequence  of  growth,  in  order  to  exhibit  the  hiktoHcal  evolution  of 
Christianity  from  Judaism,  the  development  of  Chrbtian  doctrine 
from  its  apyr^  to  its  t«Aii'.jt>;*,  the  perfecting  of  Christ  himself 
through  suffering  (a"  5"'),  and  the  growth  of  the  Christian  after 
Christ  in  the  discipline  and  experience  of  life.  At  the  same 
tim^  be  combines  this  with  the  inore  congenial  view,  derived  bjr 
Alexandrian  Judaism  from  Plato,  of  the  contrast  hclwcen  the 
transitory  shows  or  shadows  of  this  world  and  the  genuine,  ideal 
realities  of  the  heavenly  sphere.*  This  is  one  of  the  genuinely 
Philooic  antitheses  in  the  epistle.  The  shadow  is  opposed  to  the 
subsuncc,  the  earthly  to  the  hc.ivenly,  the  present  to  the  future, 
the  dwfrvTo  (9'*)  to  the  dAijfltvi  As  the  sensuous  and  passing 
b  thus  set  against  the  spiritual  and  absolute,  there  is  a  tendency 
to  identify  the  latter  with  the  future  sphere.  The  ethical  feeling 
of  the  writer  occasionally  breaks  through  this  speculative  and 
futuristic  view  (cp.  tg.  4*-  "  6') ;  but,  owing  to  his  philosophical 
category  of  llie  antilht-iis  bclweoi  the  phenomenal  and  the 
archetypal  realities  in  heaven,  ihc  epistle  seldom  does  more  than 
hover  "on  the  verge  of  that  deeper  truth  for  which  its  theological 
scheme  aDows  no  room— that  the  world  of  the  eternal  is  already 
oun,  in  so  far  as  we  have  cnictcd  into  the  spirit  of  Christ" 
(E.  F.  Scott,  Th*  Apologdu  0/ tht  JVT,  1907,  p.  ao6).  Hebrews 
thtB  repretenu  a  less  developed  stage  in  the  application  of 
Alexandrian  Judaism  to  Christianity  than  the  Fourth  gospel,  while 
at  the  same  lime  it  works  out  the  I.ogos-pr<:dicates  with  regard 
to  the  person  of  Clirist  independently  of  Paul  or  even  of  the 
outer  ad  Ephtsiot. 

Tbe  wotld  in  whlcb  thU  uithar  lived  is  KTMlcd  foilhct  by  hii  knowledge 
of  Ptillo  (tee  abort,  p.  37),  and  also  liy  his  use  of  the  Witdom  of  Solomon 

*  "  A^lual  Jitdaiim  ii  merely  the  copy,  llie  ihadow,  the  leflection.  of 
■n  •ichciypsl  leliKKin  ttMiding  above  li,  from  which  lueh  piimary  (ypct  m 
the  hi)>h  piioi  Mctchiicdek  ptojccl  into  it.  What  ChrisiUniiy  ii  in  lu 
Kue  eucncc,  whal  diilinipiishei  it  from  Judaism,  ii  ideally  and  eucntialljr 
pmnt  iDtfaoHMchetypts"[Buir,  Ckmrtk  Miliary,  {.  117).  "The  author  of 
Hebtevi  .  .  .  Myi  that  Chriiiianliy  ii  cicnul,  jutt  u  it  ihall  be  eveilailing, 
and  Ibat  ibe  tine  heavenly  ihiii)^  of  which  it  coii«ilU  (hruat  Ihemielvei 
fonrud  on  to  ihit  liaiili  and  ih-ol  of  lime  and  took  coimirol  embodiment,  !n 
orAtt  V)  iugic**!  i*^'  coming.  evoUnicf  msoiflmalian.  The  wbole  BpostoUe 
cic)[e>i*  of  ih«  OT  ii  lw(  an  *)ip1ic»llo«  of  tbt  prfndpic  of  Rndlng  <hc  end  In 
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(qi.  R«nda1>,  Tiulegy  ef  IMrtm  Ckriitiami,  53-58),  whoM  tenwnolicy  ■• 
iifti^n  apptinl  (v  ihe  ilv^nittly  ChrUlUn  cimMplinii  of  th«  eplMk,  ■<  ia  ividcM 
fnini  Kvenl  puagei,  r.g.  (bciidn  (hooe  nolal  on  p.  16),  ^(  =  Wbil  4*  of 
Enoch(.6^|=Wi*d6^).  8"(  =  Wi«l  ^,  Apoc.  Bu  4'f,  ll'(  =  VVud  9"  Ij'). 
II'  (  =  \Vlid  4"^  ""■).  ii*  (  =  WiBl  i'-*),  tt*  (=\ViKl  la*),  ii»  (sWM 
,oi«r.  ,,*^)_  ,,u  i^Wisd  6").  ij"  (  =  \Vud  Ii"  *).  anJ  13'  (  =  W»d  J^. 
Id  Ihit  ictpin,  ihe  vriler  meniblCKl  Paul  (lee  ftbove,  p  16),  Inil  Mt 
employinenl  of  thcw  Ilcllenlslic  Jcivish  citegerie*  It  much  tiUHc  ihoiiMitb- 
([(Mng.  For  hii  oie  (kc  pp.  iS-*'^)  "f  Sirach.  compile  j'^Sir  17"  (4  E», 
8>"-<w.).  *"  =  Sit  M»(I7"),  J"=Slf  4"  (.TiAa^,  of  ».*(«(,  4"  =  Sit  I7»"- 
(»3"1.  ii*=Sa  44"  (49").  li"  =  Sif  44"  (:  Mac  i"X  ii»"=Sir  a^,  ud 
I3>»=Sir  3»<. 

ThcK  data  converge  on  the  conclusion  that  Paul  had  nothing 
to  do  with  the  episik",  the  style  and  religious  chatactcnsticc 
put  hU  direct  authorship  out  of  the  queiilon,  and  even  the 
mediating  hypotheses  which  associate  Apollos  or  Philip  or  Luke 
with  him  are  shattered  upon  the  non-Pauline  cast  of  tpeculaiion 
which  deteimincs  the  theology.  But  it  is  superfluous  to  labour 
this  point.  As  Professor  Satntsbuiy  puts  it,  in  dealing  with 
another  e(]ually  obvious  result  of  literary  critidsm,  "one  need 
not  take  sledge-hammers  to  doors  that  arc  open." 

Th«  tirpotheui  of  Paul'i  authonhip,  ohm  ■nicmly  defended  by  «di(Mi 
like  VorM<  {.Af^'laluttl  AntKiriiy  if  llu  Ep.  Utiu  Nthrvt).  Hoin  Sluan, 
Wordiwcirlli,  ant)  llofmann,  silll  lingcn  in  wie  or  two  quarten,  opcclally 
among  Romui  Calholic  tcholara  (cp.  Jan|Dier.  i.  4S6).  who  fe«l  botiad  by 
tha  lucUcMdceUIon  of  the  Council  cA  Trtni.  Hciul'trMenteHafU  UmbmM 
ihwooghgoing  prtaentaiion  of  thit  view,  but  the  only  critical  object  In  calling 
alLcDlion  from  lime  to  time  Iq  tuch  <ipinioiu  ii  in  <nde>  (o  throw  the  i^iiyif^- 
cruletof  the  auttr  ad  Htbr-rei  into  relief,  and  [o  delermlnc  appiaiiiuuely 
hit  relalion  (o  Ihe  carliei  fauline  lUndpoint. 

g  3.  Struiitirt. — Hebrews  is,  like  James,  a  homily  in  epistolary 
form ;  but  while  the  tatter  possesses  an  introduction  and  no  con- 
clusion, Heb.  has  a  conclusion,  without  any  in  I  rod  uctory  greet- 
ing. This  is  the  prolilcm  which  meets  the  literary  critic  on  the 
threshold.  Two  solutions  hare  been  proposed.  Either  (a)  the 
orijfinal  paragraph  of  greeting  hat  been  omitted,  deliberately  ot 
accident. illy,  ot  (i)  the  writing  never  powi^aed  any. 

(a)  An  accident  wot  alwajrt  poitible  lo  Ihe  optning  tt  an  tndwt  docn- 
ment,  whether  UealiMi  a  Uiiet,  uhJ  ihia  bypoihetii  explain*  the  phenomeooD 
of  Ho  t'  (w,  t^.,  Baith.  EM,  108)  at  utj  ntc  lea*  niuatiActorllr  than  the 
CODJoctutet*  that  Ibe  oiipnal  oddicHwaa  omitted  becaiMe  it  contaiittd  screw 
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*  "  Untei  anem  Voibehali  wage  icfa  die  Vcrmiitung,  dti«— wenn  nichl  pt 
cine  DeckadrtiM  Btbraucht  woiden  wu— die  AdrtM*  vonlchtthalbor  forige- 


bUne  {Kinli).  or  the  name  of  tome  church  wo  in(igni6<rsnt  tnt  the  inelution 
nf  ihe  nitine  u  ■  semi- catholic  cpiiile  in  ihe  Canon.  Kirnack't  conjecture. 
It»l  it  was  >u|iprcMcil  r«r  i)<t  fuithrt  mbin  thiit  *  pirjuillee  eiJsted  againtl 
wMnen  h  compoiers  of  tciipiuic.  falli  <^iih  his  iogmioiu  idea  Ihil  Ptisca  <rw 
llw  tnlhoress  (ice  beUx*).  On  Ihr  hypothcAit  ih*l  [Ichtcws  wu  wrillen  by 
•Mna  Bon-apa«tolic  tuty  Chiutiui  like  Bainahot  oi  Apolloi,  ll  mlghl  b* 
pouiUe  l«  explain  the  deletion  of  the  addieu  u  doe  to  ouoniod  iniertMc 
Iw,  1^.,  Overbcck,  c/.  fir.  9-tS].  Bui  tome  (r>ce  of  th«  orieinnl  would 
liudy  hive  tufvived ;  bciide*.  had  it  been  lell  necoauy  (u  Ovcibeck 
plead*)  to  claim  the  writing  for  Paul,  an  alteration  would  hav«  been  more 
natural  than  a  total  ti«ition  (cp.  Zihn'k  GA'.  I.  300  f. ). 

(i)  Unleu  an  accident  ii  wppowd  to  have  huppcned  (ai.  f^..  in  (he  caie 
of  3  Mac.),  the  likelihood,  therefore,  it  that  Hebiews  never  hud  any  addntsL 
t  Jn  1*^  h  hardly  ■  painllrl,  fat  ihcrc  the  rpiMolaiy  aim  it  deliriiirly  riprntnl 
at  (he  eloK  ol  the  opening  icrience  (lal  vaPri  ypi^t^r  i)tu!i  Ira  i  x'P^ 
iliSr  S  rr*Ai|piiffi/Tq),  whcieti  ihe  wnid  vfriU  iicvn  occurv  in  Hebiewi. 
and  It  ll  not  until  3'  ilmi  the  author  definitely  addreMC*  hi*  readers  riul 
until  j>"-  that  he  put*  himieir  into  any  diteit  relation  to  them.  Even 
BanisbM  and  3  Clemenl  uel  sooner  inio  louch  with  iheir  readeti.  The 
foiaci  at  kail  liu  a  ihoil.  vsgue  creelinc.  and  intfinili-adly  He  1'  miglil  have 
followed  ■  Bteciing  like  Ja  t'.  Bam  t',  or  Eph  i'-*.  Still,  there  i*  n" 
dccaivc  fe«viin  why  the  wrilini;  thuuTd  not  or>i;inii1ly  hive  Segun  b>  it  doei 
in  ita  canonical  rurm,  except  the  ruiluTal  hesilitlon  whc'hrt  an  admission  of 
tMk  kind,  which  atlribntes  an  uneumpled  opening  10  (he  cpinle,  doet  not 
eanffiet  with  the  data  of  ihc  cmncluiiun.  Tlie  Utier,  taken  ("geihrr  with  the 
■onotDu*.  impenanil  opening,  raiiei  the  futthct  problem,  whether  llebnwi 
■as  uii^nally  an  epiallc  01  a  treitiae. 

Down  10  13*  and  indeed  to  13",  there  ii  nothing  which 
might  not  have  been  originally  spoken  by  a  preacher  to  his 
atidicnce.*  llic  contents  are  ccitainly  not  impersonal,  as  if 
the  writer  were  merely  addressing  an  ideal  public  (Wrcdc)  or 
writine  «  treatise  for  Christendom,  but  they  are  not  strictly 
^itolary.  The  author  never  names  hit  audience  diri»ily,  but 
paaaages  like  s"-^"  lo""-  u*'-  ij'*  show  that  he  was 
intimately  acquainted  with  their  local  situation  and  religious 


I  worden  lit,  riclleicht  weil  man  die  Vebetmiitlunf;  Ileidcn  anvcrlrauen 
nuMa  mid  denen  nicht  tifieo  wollte,  welche  Art  von  '  Rede '  sie  beforderten, 
vtdlelcht,  aeil  dem  Bn'erKhieiber  alter  V'crkchr  naeli  auuen  uniem^  aar 
and  a  die  Aufinnkkainkclt  nicht  durch  ru  deutliche  Angsben  an  der  Spitxe 
dcs  Bricb ciregui  durfte"  (Julicher,  Sin/.  131).  Dioeena  luurllui'  hiatOcy 
cf  the  philoaopherk  abo  liecim  without  any  addrcu,  and  yct(cp.  3"  and  10*) 
In  B>BH  have  had  lome  addieu  01  Epiil»t»  deditatpria  originilty  prefixed 
toiL 

*  "  Btg>i>nin(!  with  a  ihrtoiica!  intrt>dii<tion,  it  reMintilts  in  general  a 
I  letter  as  little  a*  Ihe  oration  fnr  ligt  Mumlra.  Ai  (ai  aa  the  duxuli^y  in  1  j" 
lit  isenliiely  a  ibctorical  production  "  (Hug,  EM.  a.  4at). 
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needs,  and  it  is  impossible  to  explain  away  such  atluiioos  as 
rhetorical  aliHlmnionx.  The  7ft  ami  yau  may  be  the  speech  of 
a  Oiristian  nddiessing  a  congregation, — some  parts  of  Hebrew* 
in  all  likelihood  represent  hofnilics  or  the  substance  of  hotnilies 
written  out,*— but  the  evangelist  or  preacher  knew  whom  be 
was  counselling.  Hebrews  is  not  a  iiarpifi^  in  the  (orm  of  an 
epistle,  ax  4  Maccabees  is  in  the  form  of  an  address.  While 
It  probably  represents  a  homily  or  sermon  written  out  (like 
a  Clement)  by  its  author,  its  epistolary  form  is  neither  (Deist- 
mann,  £iiie  SiuJiei,  49-50)  a  piece  of  liieiiuy  fiction  nor  adikd 
by  a  later  hand  (Overbcck,  Lipsius  in  GGA.,  1881,  359  f.).  The 
author  had  his  church  or  community  in  view  all  along,  and 
the  difficulty  of  explaining  why  Hebrews  lacks  any  address  b 
not  sufficient  to  compel  a  recourse  to  any  theory  (so^  t^., 
Rcuss)  which  would  treat  the  epistolary  conclusion  (i3"'"H^ 
as  irrelevant  to  the  main  purpose  of  the  writing. 

Perdetwiu,  who  Rsanb  even  13"  m  (pokm  by  the  ptcadiet  to  Ui 
audience,  Ukn  ij^* u  a  posUcript  odiled  ^reui manti  by  tome  borei  ot 
th«  XAyoi  TOfiOAS^iut  who  wtutc  uut  k  wpy  aod  hiwtiAtd  it  lo  mom 
Italian  church  (in  Rotnc  ?) ;  bal  neither  ihe  nyle  nor  the  conicnu  bear  odt 
Ihii  hypitlirtii.  1(  •  bcKici  M  »cril«  coulJ  appcnil  luch  1  nou,  why  not  lh« 
amlioi  hinucU.  G.  A.  Simoox  (£71  x.  430-433),  uking  ij  u  u)  ^nrraX^ 
rvrrarit^  (10  wliich  alon«,  not  lo  t-ia,  the  wcodt  of  13'  tpply)  ftppeodcd 
(o  the  humily,  »gut«  from  (ho  itoiiblt  rrftrence  to  the  irv^iurM  \a  tj*-  " 
Ibat  ll  coniftiiu  in  whole  m  put  Iwa  commendaioiy  notcs,  pctlnpt  Iron  I^Mtl 
M  MiDc  Dili«i  >poaiI«.  "if  the  wotk  in  ih«  oldtst  form  known  had  oae 
or  mora  leii«ii  of  ciimmcndation  (m  eicnpit  fmm  luch)  altirtied  lo  It, 
tndiiioa  would  uctiibe  ihe  whole  to  the  higher  aulhoriijr."  But  ij"  («l 
fip  lii  ffpixf"'  'WirmXa  Ir/ur)  nien  back  to  pua|^  like  $"  iwtfl 
ed  wv\i)t  ijijSr  i  Xi)ei  ttX.)  uid  II*  (lal  t(  fri  M711;  trt\itftt  fu  yif 
lafrti-^irar  i  xptfoi  irX,).  To  judee  ftom  I  P  s"a)id  Ebni  I*  (iawaMM* 
■ard  juipit  ifiXt  wt)iitii',  ep,  1'  frrojflfw  iU-fo),  it  Menu  lo  h>*«  UniM  • 
ctilKcnlionil  mode  ofcptculon  in  culy  Chriuikn  cpihlolifjrjiihy. 

g  4.  Traces  in  laUr  hUr^iturt. — (Leipoldt,  CK.  S  19,)  The  fini 
teMNOf  Hcbrewt  in  the  nlly  Chriiiliin  lllciUuie  occur  in  Qcni,  Rob.,  who 
quota  tadtlf  (and  with  hit  utuil  ficcdoni)  (rom  1*^  in  xinv.  a-5,  dting  ataa 
rii04*asm  He  t*.  Similulyt"  3'  ure  echoed  in  luiv.  l,uid  la^la  td^a, 
whilM  ad.  9  (/jxunfT^i  7^^  itra  trratiiw  ul  Mvti*fitmf  o9  ^  »»•♦  tiT«t  It 
^uu*  inbr,  tai  trar  fl/Xp  di^ti  afrd')  tecaUt  4"  (cp.  urii.  |  =  ic^  1 1",  ^oA 
ixviL  3  =  6").  Other  ooindilencei  may  ga  back  cilhet  to  an  bukpendMU 
oae  of  the  LXX  («;f.  iviL  5=3*,  lUlL  l=3*]ot  to  tome  coniaon  apocrypliU 

■  Cp.  Oemcn  (jEjtA'  iii-  393  t)iat  y^ont  of  the  •ectiofu  which  might 
ha««  been  orifioaUy  >  U>m  ro^uX^wi  (A«  15"}  01  pad  of  a  sytii(Egd 
addieM(rctdalwiii). 
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^Morae  (r^.  ini.  Isll"'  *),  |<nl  u  the  cumnum  ordcf  of  LXX  citaljan* 

occaalanally  may  liidicutr  an  lnitc|ieni1enl  lue  at  toait  rimmuiIc  fierHtgium  ; 

bin  iheic  can  be  no  baitniion  in  idmiDmij  ihai  rFminucenffi  of  Ilcbicwc 

'  in  Ibc  lalcr  Knnian  wfiling,     AlInI1^I  ci|ii>1l]r  t\r»x  n  the  use  of  the 

tn    Uunaliu*   [cp.    BatUet'i   clrcAil   M*Iemcnl    la  NTA.  6-1 1). 

Ponibly,  if  one  mny  judge  ham  Mag».  f  and  PiilaJ.  9',  leniiiui  also  '  hod 

Uw  cpiUla  to  Ihc  llcbrcwt  In  hit  niiiiil' (I^fl,);  but  ih(  crtdcnoc  Joet  not 

J  niic  ihit  abate  the  level  of  piobabilily,  uhilc  Ihc  occuftcnce  of  lemfi.'inaii 

\f^mli/ix  Jiiji/iui  ll\t  ^  f)  In  It'  and  ul  •i\npiit  in  6*  (cp.  He  tl",  Pi  z") 

I  badly  MiffioMlotiiavo  llinl  Polykaip  knew  ibe  cpiMic,  any  mot*  than  Diil. 

t:4'  MB  be  NgBtded  u  oo  echo  of  lie  t]'.     Upon  (he  oibet  hatu),  a  CIcin. 

[^<>I3',  n.  6=10",  xvi.  4sij'*,  XK.  J=ie^'*')  appears  lo  preiuppoie  il, 

M  mighl  b*  expecid   In  a   Konian   wiiiini^   Hrrmat  cvidriiitir  wa* 

[ BC()iiainlcd  with  it;  cp.  (.;.  fit.  ir-  lii.  1  fr^^liirefrirtjiotiwiQitu  {Cirrti 

=3",  aim  tn.  vii.  1),  Sim.  L  i.-iL  (  =  ii'*'"  13'*),+  ix.  ii.  a  (sio""-).  cie. 

I'(cp>  Zthn'a  «).  pp.  439-45^].    Jiutin  Madyr  aim  utmv  to  have  known  it  (cp. 

Bneelhaidl'a d:«i  CirisUniium  Jial.  pp.  ,^67  f.)  |  hccallt  Jcsni  'IheSonand 

ApoMleof  Go\'{4f^.  i.  la,  6j,  cp.  j').:     Uke  i  I'ein  and  June*,  il  wm 

omitted  la  Matcion'i  Canon  and  the  Muialoutn,  but  it  wax  read  by  Cltni> 

■  Alex.,— wbo  indeed  quotes  'the  bUned  preibyier'  (Pnnticnut?)  a*  belier- 

^fa^  m  ill  Paulina  aiithotihip,—  Itciucu*  poktilily,  and  Tcitullian,  twaide* 

HnajKu,  the  Crcun  bUhop  of  Gnosm  fEut.  //.  S.  iv.  ij.  S=He  s**-"),  and 

H^nteophDu*  of  Aniiuch.      Ths  eireulalion    of   il    a>   an   edifying  treatlte, 

howevei,  wu  wldei  llun  ili  recc^ition  oi  a  canonical  iciiptuic,  which  wat 

alow  and  filful,  especially  in  Ihe  Wert.     It  was  eventually  included  in  the 

Syrian  canon  of  Paul's  rp-tilc*  {tiwllliam,  ST.  iii.  154-156 ;  Salmon,  /f/T. 

Coj-to?  ;  W.  Bauer,  Dtr  ApinUta:  tltr  Syrtr,  14  f.),  and  accepted  ewn  at 

Rome  as  Pauline  and   therefore  canonical  (or,  a*  canonical   and  therefore 

PftsliDc].     The  early  lluetuaiion  of  opininn  aiul  Ihe  hesitation  about  its  right 

10  rach  a  place  are  teilccted  in  the  rematk  of  AmphJIochiui  of  Ikonlum,  the 

Ckppadocian   uhoUr   (end    of   fourth    century),   rirh    U   ^oalr  rfer  vpii 

'IAm1>vi  rilSt*  I  oJa  (B  U^wrri'  TvqffCa  74^  4  xV**- 

]t  was  in  the  course  of  its  canonisation  that  the  epistle 
probabt)'  received  its  present  title,  to  coneiipond  with  those  of 
the  Pauline  epistles  alont^side  of  which  it  was  now  ranked.  We 
can  only  conjecture  whether  or  not  the  atJdition  of  such  a  title 

*  Foe  lb«  mkletiali,  cp.  van  Veldhuixen,  <tb  Britf  van  B'trrt-tiai  (1901, 
JiOoi^ea),  pp.  74  f.,  104  f.  J.  Weju's  KciiticJim  {dtr  iliinuJ>t>tri^ 
tritiui  umltrimit,  18S8,  pp.  117  (.)  ia  unjuattlieil. 

t  "One  nii|[lil  atmoii  aay  that  He  13"  1»  Ihe  teat  of  this  discounein 
Sim.  t."  So  Spi[U(Cr«.  ii.  413).  whose  peculiar  theory  of  ihe  latter  book 
oblictt  him,  however,  10  eiplain  away  (lietc  coincidence*. 

t  Cp.  a^  Dial.  33  (Christ  defined  as  '  he  who.  according  to  the  ordei  of 
Meldiioedek,  is  king  of  Salem  and  eternal  priest  of  Ihe  Most  lligh')  — 
He  S*"",  Thete  are  even  iracc*  in  the  Jo»i>ih  laWiit  i>f  the  lecand  ccnlnry 
of  a  polemic  acainsi  the  Chilitian  useofihe  H  cichiiedck- legend  (cp.  Bacber'a 
Jtadad.  ramitaiUH*.  1 159). 
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implied  a  theory  of  its  Pauline  authonhip  (or  origin),  to  u; 
case  irpof  'K^paian  (see  below)  could  not  luii-e  been  the  orijiiul 
title  of  an  epistle  which  presupposes  a  definite  comrnunity 
{t.g.  13").  No  author,  who  wrote  with  such  a  specific  con- 
munity  in  view,  coutd  have  described  his  work  as  addressed 
'to  Jewish  {Palcsttnizn)  Christians'  in  general,  as  if  it  were  an 
encyclica.  FuithermoK,  the  title  is  not  even  accurate,  since 
the  readers  were  not  Jewish  Christians.  On  the  other  hand,  it 
is  not  known  to  have  borne  any  other  title.  The  idea  (so  from 
Semler,  Ziegler,  and  Storr  to  Sdileiermachei,  Hilgcnfeld,  Kostlin, 
and  Hofmaitn)  thai  it  was  the  epistle  aJ  A/txandrinos  included 
in  [he  Miiniiorian  Canon  ('I'crtur  etiam  sd  l^odicenses,  alia  ad 
Alexandrinos,  Pauli  nomine  finclx  ad  hxresetn  Marcionis ")  b 
untenable,  whatever  view  be  taken  of  the  words  aJ  hartttm 
(  — irp&f  rijv  alptaiv).  If  the  latter  mean  'i^piinst,  or  bearing 
on,  M.'s  heresy,'  Hebrews  ihows  no  (races  of  so  direct  a  putjMse. 
If  they  mean  '  in  favour  of  M,,'  as  is  more  probable,  they  deoTibe 
f  Hebrews  even  less  aptly ;  whatever  that  epistle  ts,  it  b  out  of 
line  with  Marcion's  views  of  the  OT  religion.  Betides,  Hebrews 
(in  iU  exunt  forni)  is  not  composed  in  i'dul's  name. 

'B/fpaiw  doe*  not  neccuarity  Involve  PalcMbtUn  orli^n  (cp.  1  Co  II*, 
Phil  3'],  tnil,  u  uKd  by  Chriitiani  of  Ihc  second  Mniury,  it  ■ould  Tet| 
iMtutklly  denote  Jewlkh  Ctiiiiilan*  of  P»li-ttiric  (cp,  tg.  Etit.  it  E.  i«.  S, 
vl.  14) ;  r«(l  ti  oPffiv  irisnWtr,  Chcyuttoni  uks  In  Ihc  p«bcc  M  hi* 
DomDienluyi  and  hia  uiiwcr  is,  ituA  Ioki  /r  'ltpuea\ii^ai,t  ■«!  IlaXamlrf, 
Thli  iDterptelalion.  however,  b  derived  frcnn  the  lillc  IimU,  mi  fran  aoy 
independeDE  liadilion,  and  the  title  Itielf  wu,  like  vfh  'B^wvr,  an 
editorial  inaocutacy  which  (iri(;liuitcd  >I  ihe  lime  of  the  homily'a  iaooipora' 
tion  bi  the  Pauline  canon.  The  larl  ihai,  on  emerging  ftcoi  it*  tonil  oliKurlly 
into  lh«  canon,  il  renived  to  vague  a  litle,  thom  Ihal  hf  tllH  time,  1.1.  aboul 
half  a  century  after  ill  comp<ii^itl>)n,  Ihc  cltcumiitancc*  of  ftt  nriRin  had  bnn 
entirely  loti  tight  of.  In  the  abicnce  of  any  other  evidence,  the  early  uie  of 
Ilelwewi  by  Clement  »(  Konie  tatty  be  allowed  to  lell  in  bvoni  of  iti  Roman 
dsUlnatloo.  Prom  Kumc  it  would  eireulate  lo  Aleiandria.  Hal  even  the 
scholan  of  the  latter  church  h«d  no  idea  of  iti  orisin  a  audience.  So  far  «i 
the  authorthip  it  ci'iiceined,  the  writing  «m  evidenlly  anonymous  by  tht 
time  that  il  rove  Into  the  Ught  of  the  canon,  thau|[h  (t  ii  not  W  certain  at 
Taia,  {Si'hI.  1 4j)  contends,  thai  Iicnixui  and  Hi[^M)yln>  httew  it  m  Mch 
Had  it  been  iwiiiinally  cnnnecled  t^.  with  die  tiunn  cither  of  1^1  or  o( 
Batnaba*,  however,  il  ■>  impouible  to  explain  how  the  one  tiadiiim  eoald 
have  fuen  odI  of  Ihe  other.  The  tcholan  of  the  Alexandrian  church,  where 
it  lir»i  italncd  a  canonical  podlton,  lett  obviou  difticnliiet  la  the  hnlme 
authorthip  which  was  bound  up  with  iU  claim  la  canoniciiy.  1*aotKniu  (tp. 
Eiu.  if.  £.  VL  14.  4)  1*  Hid  by  Clcmcnl  10  luvc  explained  Ihe 
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Ptal'i  ftuDc  br  conjecturing  that  the  apoille  of  the  G«ottk*  oonndoMcly 
(Itt  nmfiAnri*)  tfinaitA  from  naming  himtcir  in  an  cpinio  addrpwcd  (o 
Jcwith  ChrJMiana.  CIcnwnl  liimMlf  nici  (tie  more  leiioun  difTicoky  of  the 
iiyle  hf  nppcnitig  that  Luke  translated  Paul  into  Greek  i  the  omissran  of 
Full'*  name  he  pielicn  (o  aicribe  to  tact  on  the  put  of  tha  latter,  in  view 
of  Ibe  »u»pieioM  felt  l>y  Jcwith  Chiiulani  (F.ux.  J/.  £.  >i.  14.  if.).  Origen 
aUo  felt  the  diicrcpancy  between  the  Uyle  of  PanI  and  the  Myle  of  Ilebretrt, 
but  be  Gonlcnled  hiniMlf  with  Tere>nn|>  it  la  lomo  unknown  •ttianueniiii  (Eut. 
».  dC*L2j.  It). 

i  5.  THe  PauUikt  hypolhtiii.—'t\iK  carlJeM  hint  of  a  Pauline 
rship  (tct^uis  towards  the  close  of  the  second  century,  when 
icnt  of  Alexandria,  who  quotes  it  often  u  I'auline,  reports  a 
MqriOg  of  "the  blessed  presbyter,"  probably  Pantxnus  to  the 
effect  thai  "since  the  Lord,  being  (he  apostle  of  the  Almighty, 
was  sent  to  the  Hebrew's,  Paul,  as  if  sent  to  the  Centilett,  did 
not  subscribe  himself  as  an  apoallc  of  the  Hebrews,  owing  to  hb 
modesty ;  but  stjbscribird  himself,  out  of  reverence  to  the  l-ord, 
and  since  he  wrote  to  the  Hebrews  out  of  his  abundance,  merely 
the  herald  and  apostle  of  the  Gentiles"  (Bus.  H.E.  vi.  14X  This 
belief  in  Paul's  auihorship  was  natural,  as  Paul  wax  the  supreme 
leiter-wiiier  of  the  early  cbotch ;  but  it  was  far  from  being 
unanimous  even  in  Aleiandiia,  where  the  beginning  of  the 
third  century  reveals  divergent  traditions  attributing  it  to  Paul, 
Clement  of  Rome,  or  Lultc ;  while  Origcn,  sensitive  to  the 
stylistic  features  of  the  eiiistle,  refuses  to  connect  it  with  Paul 
except  by  the  medium  of  a  Greek  editor  or  (Ro  16*")  amanu- 
ensis. T(t  8)  u  y/iit^at  Tijc  JiricrToA.i/r,  to  f^f  ilAi)t)i^  0<d{  olSn-, 
The  Pauline  autbonhip  was  denied  aUo  by  many  in  the  Roman 
church  (Eus,  //■  E.  iii.  3,  vi.  io),»  till  ecclesiastical  considera- 
tions during  the  fourth  century  brutiglit  it  into  line  with  the 
Eastern  church,  where  tbc  epistle  had  been  widely  received  as 
Pauline. 

The  Twy  church  ia  which  the  Gat  traces  of  the  epitle  occur  wu 
!  opposed  to  Paul's  authorthrp,  and  later  research  haa  nndioaled  t)lU 
>'of  one  ibin);,  ai  t.uihei  and  Calvin  cleaily  ww,  Paul  could  (wvei 
have  described  his  religious  pcsiiion  in  the  lennt  of  i* ;  his  religious  message 
and  eipeticnce  were  mediated  bj*  \v>  human  a^cnl  (Ual  ■''"),  and  noeiplana- 
tioa  of  J*  can  avail  Iv  reconcile  the  iltong  Itnguai'e  of  the  apostle  with  this 
later  writer's  admission  of  his  indetiCedneis  to  apoalolic  preachers  (cp.  Blcek, 
i.  385-395).     Forlhermore,  the  ityle  and  the  vocabtUaiy  are  alike  dediive^ 

*  A«  the  v.t.  nil  inriini  fiau  in  o**  was  apparently  known  to  dm. 
Alea.,  It  must  haie  liceii  im  early  cotieiUon  0^  the  text  in  view  of  the  I'anllM 
bypotbcML 
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The  ofcfiiil  iyntn,  pureed  of  anncolnuihi,  the  legpiUr  HiccctxIOD  of  periodi, 
and  (he  FUboni>«  ihrloiim]  niniirturc  of  the  irholt  vrritinj;,  shun*  no  (iKe  of 
rkul't  mcBetl,  brnk<'n  Myle.  Wc  «iic''<  cnnlml  Ihr  autfr  md  fftinmiaai 
Pkul,  in  fact,  M  Johnvm  canlnulod  Diydcn  uid  Pope.  PkuI  ooeuiaMDy 
■IMS  allcgotics  ■nd  lypn ;  but  ih««  kcc  Ibe  chandtfuiic  ainintiihric  ol 
Hcbtcwji,  which  hIki  prefer)  [except  in  i*|,  In  It*  OT  dUlioni  (tee  Bleth,  L 
33SL,  vidBUchcl.  ^A',  1906,  506-591),  the  tbnnula  fit  i«^  S/MttaMer 
GtJ  nu'ti  la  the  I^iulinr  method*  of  inlroducing  mch  quoUlions  f><yjLiinii, 
Xt^iiiyiio.^,  etc).  Ikiih  form  ond  fotmuU  ciKTrrcntltta  iho  two  wriUfK 
Their  conception*  of  fuih,  ihe  Law,  and  the  Spirit  ue  equ*II])  ill«im!l4r, 
■nd  ihnt  tcwh  llicic  lidcht  in  Iht  view  cf  Chriii'i  prietthood,  which  bM  no 
■ft>]O0  in  the  e*il}'  Cliniiiin  lilcrntuTe  unlil  the  Fnuith  cd«{>«I  (cp.  Jn  IT")- 
It  Ibllow*  lh*t  Ihe  voinbiilory  ii  distinclive,  tnaikcd  by  (roup*  of  wonU 
Cltding  Id  -({^ir  (itatatr.,  iwrfip.,  tarafr.,  iiif,,  Tptatx^.,  Tjdfnp,  nyirof. 
tfktr)  and  -ca  (r.;.  iOirti.,  iSXn.,  sCh,,  dviXsvo,  fttrdSt..  riXfuL,  tri^TOfiil, 
■nd  b/  the  ■bicncc  of  I^uliiie  phmsei  like  ^ftrbi  *Iya[%.  The  aullKir'* 
Inteie*!,  t^.,  in  Leviticslluii  u  a  poor  and  leinpontty  prorito  (or  the  religioui 
TfX^laMtf  of  Christianily,  leidt  him  to  view  (he  icnilt  of  OuiR't  tcdeciniiis 
dMlb  M  nncliryin);  (dyidfiu'),  not  u  jiuliljrins  (IiiomO*)!  and  each  radial 
dUWwcM  of  thouebt  partly  account  for  (he  dilTeivnota  fat  t(nniooki0 
between  him  and  hi*  gteai  predccetaor  In  »ho«l,  at  OrlECB  candidly 
ajlowed,  "the  »tylc  uf  the  cpidio  to  the  Hebrews  has  not  (be  apofllc^ 
raughntw  of  ulicrance  [rA  tr  X6>v>  liiantit) ;  .  .  .  Iliai  it  it  mm*  Hellefiie 
in  itt  compoaition  (cvrtfim  rift  V{<wf),  wilt  b«  admiiied  by  every  one  who 
iiabletodikcrrn  diffcfcneeiof  stylf.  .  .  .  I  thnold  tay  tiMt  Ihe  ttNMgliN  arc 
(he  apoiitle'i,  while  the  Myle  and  diction  belong  to  »me  one  who  wiMe  d»iiii 
what  (he  apoiile  mid,  and  Ibui,  as  it  irere,  gaie  an  enposillDn  or(vx«Xi»- 
•iP»ft)ttmi)  hit  mattci'i  utterance*"  (Eu*.  ff.  £.  vi,  jj). 

Even  (hii  secondary  PauUniini  of  tlebrcwi  is  indcfcniible,  howetvt, 
although  the  Alcnndrian  critics'  hypolheus  hu  been  variously  worked  out 
by  later  Nchiilan,  who  regard  Hebrews  as  <•>)  pteiidcnyiDOut,  (4)  a  ItaadalSoa, 
or  {()  a  joint- plod iiclion.     None  of  these  (beories  is  mllsfaelory. 

(a)  The  older  view  (cp,  Sch-regler,  XZ.  ii.  Ji04f.).  (bat  Ilelirews  was 
written  by  a  PaulinUt  who  wished  10  piM  off  hi*  woik  ai  Paul\  has  Ijecn 
lirillianlly  revived  in  a  modi5cd  form  by  Wrcde.  He  argues  IhM  ihe 
anonymous  author,  on  coming  towsnU  Ihe  end  of  hi*  (reUIse.  suddenly 
deteraiiiicil  tn  throw  It  into  the  thnpe  of  an  epiulc  wttitm  by  Paul  in  prison ; 
hence  the  alluuoni  in  I  j"*-  which  are  a  cento  of  Pauline  phnucs  (ttpoeially 
(torn  Phitippians).  But,  tp\at  from  other  (ntsoni  (cp.  Knopf  in  TLZ.,  1906, 
t68(. ;  ISurggallet,  pp.  ill  JL),  i(  is  difficult  to  sec  why  he  did  not  in*er( 
more  altusians  in  (he  body  of  the  writing ;  Ihe  bate  refetenoes  al  the  clcae  are 
coo  amtdguou*  and  inddontat  to  serve  ihe  putpcae  of  potting  the  epistle  undo 
Paul's  srgis.  Had  a  Paulinist  deiiied  to  crcile  a  dtuatian  ka  the  e|MiU«  in 
Paul's  lifetime  (like  thst.  t^.,  of  1  Co  16'°,  PhUem  ■,  Ph  2«  •"■),  he  would 
have  wiitttn  men  timely,  a*,  t^.,  ibe  author  oil  Tim.  (t*).  '  Krcilich  bleibi 
una  msAchea  undurchiicbtig :  abet  das  is!  doch  nut  der  klartic  Bcwei^ 
daat  dcsselbe  alch(.  wie  mao  annehmen  wullte,  enl  spiter  angebagt  1st,  da 
soosi  der  InterpolatM  duch  wohl  nut  allgemeiii  vtrsundlicbe  Doigeiallin 
arq^iacht  hide'  (Wela^  TV.  xuv.  3.  109). 
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W  The  hypoihrih  (J.  Hatkl  In  WcXCt  Cunr  Pif/rH^iiM.  I*.  S06-S37 ;  J. 
D,  MktM«lit,  Ulctenlhil)  th>t  Ihc  cpitilc  irptcKnrt  the  inniUlTon  by  LuLc 
«•  ume  MhcT  diifiplc  of  t^ul'i  onKiruil  Ilrlitew.  uiriM  hnin  the  dLsccepviclc* 
of  (lyle  which  wcio  Mily  fell  between  il  kiid  the  I'auline  cpUtIc*  {m  from 
CksiMil  of  Wet.  lo  Thomas  Aquinu),  but  it  neva  had  uijr  tan*  in  the 
inlmial  evidence  nf  the  FpiMir,  >nd  majr  be  dlaniiMcd  a«acurIo*Ity  of  ctitidm. 
No  Hcbicw  (Anniaic)  o(it>uial  hai  ever  been  hcaid  of  in  conncctioit  with  the 
cpinJc.  The  whole  aieunienl  iHingi  from  the  lanipia^  of  (he  LXX  (lee 
nptciaily  ■*  ic^)  at  iiiijioM:!]  to  the  Hcl>[«w  text ;  ihc  special  Gk.  Miue  of 
t>a#4*ll=le*uu»enl  (9"*'*)*  wu  unkDuwn  to  Ilcbicw  uaige ;  and  It  would  be 
difficsit  in  a  venion  to  account,  not  only  for  the  tliclcitical  liniih,  but  alio  fot 
paraaMnaaiK  and  veibil  aMonancta  like  IhoMof  i>  jf'  '*8'  10™- *•  tji^ctc 

{<i  Tile  JoiiU-aulhonhip  theory,  in  it*  later  fetmi,  tendi  moie  and  more  to 
rcfcr  the  idt«*M  well  u  the  diction  lo  the  Pauliniit  who  co-operaltdiritli  Paul, 
aadnMjplhcnIijrabediKiiHedccnvenientlyundeitheqiicUionofihcautbonhip. 

$  6.  Autfiorship. — (<t)  The  combination  of  Paul  and  Luke, 
suggested  by  Clcm.  Alex.  (cp.  Eus.  H.  E.  vL  14.  a-^  mu  rqv  irpot 
'^fi^oiviK  ^  <iri(TroA^v  IlavAov  ^(f  tiro/  ^V"t  y*ypii'^6ai  SJ 
'E/SpoAnt  tfipaiK^  ^o/^X'  ^ov*^  81  ^(Xori)itK  aMp>  /itfitpftrp-- 
rMMora  /nSotvai  rbit  'BXX)]?!!-,  o6ty  tov  atrriv  xp<"">  eivifiiicT^iK 
wiro  T^i-  ififiijytuw  taiTi;*  t«  t^(  tVicrroX^t  «<m  rii-  Tf/nif  *ujc,  alto 
vi.  35),  has  attracted  many  scholars  (loni  EuMbius  {//.  E.  iJi.  38) 
to  Calvin,  Hug,  Ebrard,  Dclitzsch,  Field,  Zill,  and  Hu^ghe. 
Some  {eg.  Grotius,  and  recently  VV.  M.  Lewis,  Billi<al  World, 
August  189S,  April  1S99,  with  A.  R.  Eagar,  Exp.*  x.  74-80, 
)io-ia3,  'The  authorship  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews') 
attribute  pr^iaically  the  entire  authonihip  to  him,  mainly  t  on 
the  score  of  the  undoubted  aHinities  of  lanj^uage  and  style 
between  Hebrews  and  the  Lucan  writings.  These  affinities 
present  a  cuiious  problem,  but  ihey  are  quite  inadequate  to 
prove  that  Luke  wrote  all  Ihrire  works. 

Some  {t.g.  A-ftvpa,  6*=  Ac  a?"",  itcUxnt^  ll"=Ac  18',  ImSt^ftu  13' 
sAc  17**,  i"iripw  io'  =  Lk  i^**,  dnXXdtfjw  a^^Lk  la*.  i,Terffi^6M 
ll">>Lk3*-*,^<ni(f(Ia4"  =  Aci7'>,  lU^it^ffai  i"^Lk  rS",  iara#(#>«60  = 

*  TUf  intnpfciaiioii  of  ii^f/ic^  (which,  as  Calvin  law,  wu  iUelf  hial  to 
ibe  Uaailation  iheoij )  is  prcfcnble  on  many  connis  to  the  mote  unial  one  of 
«iiwuMjtf.  "  In  the  (Bjiyti,  from  the  end  of  cent.  \*.  B.C.  down  (o  th« 
BjpnatlAe  penod,  the  wotd  denotct  ttiiamtttt  and  thai  alone,  in  many  Koret 
«f  doanoMntb  We  pouos  a  veritable  Somerset  House  on  a  small  Kale  in  our 
papfnia  colkcclion*.  and  there  it  no  nthet  wonl  than  iia^i)  uiicd  "  (Moullon 
la  Camtti4f  Biiliial  Enoji,  1909,  p.  497 ). 

t  "  He  certainly  oooU  not  hAve  tieen  the  author.  The  linking  oonlraat 
between  hit  a<count  of  ill*  asony  Id  the  (aiden  anil  lliai  );lvcn  in  (he  Epiitlc 
la  suttdent  to  MtUe  that  quotlun  "  (A.  B.  Bruce,  DB.  a.  JjS), 
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Ac  U*.  (t^Xaiar  8'sAc  tl",  and  wupcfvciUt  tt^=Ae  1$*)  u«  Mtdbk 
diflafnt  Knw.  la  Ac  7*  inil  He  1 1*  imitt  U  >  remlnuMOCc  of  Ex  1^ 
which  oxy  have  hcra  indrpcndent  in  (aeh  e»ie.  •rh'iU  twrftun  {Ac  7"  l(^™ 
lie  i>*'}Upicibably.  *  in  Heb.,  an  CRicndslioii  of  /ir^fioi.  Similiil)-  ttXtiwit 
dan  not  count,  for  in  He  i**  it  ocean  In  ta  OT  dulian  ;  «nd  ibc  sunt  Iki 
lulct  oul  ioTpot  III").  VroxUv  (H").  in-intfoi  (6'»1.  I|]c«  (Ij").  »t«r*x«t 
(t*).  ipebt  Ita"),  iraLt>aXi^>u4  (n**).  Ta,>li)M>  (ll").  nXJi-gi  (S''),  ^VHrriv 
It*),  and  ^iW(ii");  while  vaXoioCdSai,  which  in  i"  li  alto  put  oT ■  dtallon. 
It  dttTeienlly  applied  in  S"  and  Lk  ll",  *ard»owii  in  Ac  7**  occun  m  an  OT 
qugtation,  raTniraiiu  in  Ac  14"  hu  a  didcient  fcnw  and  contlniction  from 
Ihotc  of  Hell.,  and  rapobiw  (ll*=Lk  34")  li  alia  employed  in  a  diCcicnl 
eonttiuctian.  No  streia  can  be  laid  on  the  fuithct  coincidence  that  bu(h 
wtitera  mpnlioH  the  R«d  Sea  (ll^^Ac  7*),  01  use  Tarjui/jx^  (*'  l*ett. 
K  He  7*).  Thiu  an  examination  of  (be  Un|;uft£e  leveall  only  £  aboat  (d)  6 
wolds  peeuliai  in  Ihe  NT  10  Hebrewi  and  the  Goipel  of  Luke,  wMb  (1)6 
peculiat  to  Aco  and  Hthiewi,  and  two  (Jiu^a^u  and  SaxlUiai)  whicfa  eecui 
in  nil  three.  Of  (a),  three  (kparda,  )i^j>wvii,  and  nXrlu«if  J  aie  piainly  due, 
u  is  the  specially  riequenl  u>«  of  Xait,  to  a  common  ute  of  ihe  LXX  tf 
wriwn  who  tieal  of  the  tame  or  ilmilar  tutijcctt,  while  id  r4  (urnUi  b  M> 
Itcquenl  in  the  llelleniitic  litetaiurc  <□  m^Lke  iu  preservation  in  lleb,  and  Lk.'s 
gospel  more  than  an  occidental  coincidence.  Tbia  leaiet  merafy  wiffmtn 
and  tiSrrat  in  (hit  clau,  while  ifiX'n^%  <>"■)  •(">)•<  In  (4),  with  (Olm  and 
ax'*'"  ""I  I'apf".  cannot  be  aid  (o  denote  any  ipedal  or  MriUag 
afBnities  liclwecii  Act*  and  Heb.  [iaOktvrat  tiring  employed  in  i)aite  a 
dil!c(cii(  tcmc)  in  point  of  vocabulaiy.ll  This  v«(dlel  la  oorrobocBled  by  tlie 
abacncc  (lom  lleb,  of  several  chuactcrislically  Lucan  <rord*  and  plmsesv  *^, 
St  or  rff  with  Ihe  0|)(ativc,  iwi  nB  rSr,  yi,  U  tai,  tylrrra  in  ilt  TKiloul  CM>- 
tttuctinna,  <(t|,  fx"*"''!!  inlin.,  initiaTt,  vofuj^iio,  wpiatti,  and  in  (  =  wh(9). 
An  eiuninaiion  of  Ihe  slyle  and  vocabulary  of  Heb.  and  Lulic  haidly  teoda  10 
indicate  even  a  special  amount  of  mscerial  common  to  liHth  ;  It  certainly 
discourages  any  attempt  to  aacribe  the  epittle  to  the  autho*  of  the  third  go^«l 
and  of  Acta.  Luke  'could  report  a  ipeech  after  the  manner  of  a  Uehtea 
rahlil  or  of  a  Greek  rhetotldan  ;  and  it  may  be  rath  to  lay  that  he  antU  not 
have  written  ■  hortatory  work  in  the  style  of  Hebrews.  But  wbcB  *« 
compile  Ac  13^'  jS"-"  with  He  j"-^'',  not  to  wy  with  6*^,  ««  Me  thai 

*  The  variant  in  Ac  II*  alao  lowers  the  (Mce  of  the  use  of /riorVXAni 
here  and  in  He  13".  while  the  coiutiucilon  In  Ac  t  J*  is  diifercnt. 

f  The  solitary  LiTcan  use  (j*)  is,  mortoiret.  qniie  different  in  sense. 

3  Heb.  hasatjuiii  fuur  word*  tolly  peculiar  10  ilwlf  and  Ml.,  aud  IhcKme 
number  in  common  with  Uk. 

I  With  '  lali-aticn '  in  the  context  of  Ac  j"  and  He  a". 

n  The  ume  hold*  true  o(  such  phraan  aa  lal  abrit,  (uicXeQatai  (of  cMea). 
^doTif  |ti(enlly.  He  It's  Ac  31**),  tt  rif  with  inAn..  npntbtai  with  acciu., 
and  ihe  uae  in  Heb.  of  witrxt"  by  ilaelf  for  Ihe  lufTcrii^  of  Jesiu.  On  Ihe 
other  hand,  Heb.  avoidi tfi}'.  except  in  compoundi,  and  oaaiti  several  dtKioclly 
Lncan  phrases  and  eipressions  like  wforttxwu,  while  a  pas«i£e  like  He  t" 
Ihowa  affinities  ralbti  with  Ht.  (alt",  cp.  Jo  atft.  Heb.  once  (6*)  met 
^ttfiai  with  the  ams.  {cp.  Jn  S**) ;  Luke  neret  doe*. 


I 


HEBREWS 


437 


Luke  diJ  not  in  bet  wrile  lik<  Hebrewi,  cren  in  hoitMoty  puugn' 
fW.  H.  Simoox.  tfrilm  •/  ihi  NT,  1H90.  p.  48),*  Coniinunlly  of 
ilmotphcK  h  all  Ihu  cm  lajily  be  poitulutcd. 

ft  The  claims  of  {/)  Barnabas,  which  have  been  atlvocated,  e^., 
"^by  Schmidt  {Eint.  189  f.),  Hcfele  {ApoUolu  /'l»/-tc/:(,  pp.  xi-xiv), 
UUmanB  (^A".,  iS»8,  377  f.),  Wieseler  {Chremlo^ic,  t^iM.-,  SK., 
1867,  pp.  665f.)i  Maier,  Twcstcn,  Grsu,  Volkmar,  Thiersch 
(join! -authorship  of  Paul),  Riischl  (6'^^  1R66,  89  f.).  R^^nan  (iv. 
pp.  aioT),  Kubel,  Salmon  (INT.  434  C),  B.  Weiss,  Gardiner, 
Ayles,  Blass,  Walker  {ET.  xv.  141-144).  Barllct  {fixp.\  1903, 
381-386,  1905,  431-440).  Barth,  Gregory  (Canan  attd  Text  0/ 
NT,  1908,  a»3-i34),  Heinrici  {Dir  Hit.  Charakter  d,  ntuftsf. 
_  SikrijUHy  1908,  71-73),  DilK:lius  and  Endelmann  have  the 
■  support  of  an  early  tradition  (cp.  Tertullian'g  dt  pudUitia,  le: 
KexBtat  cnim  el  Barnabic  titulun  ad  Hcbncos),  unless  Tenutlian 
Peonfused  Barnabas  with  Hebrews — which  is  unlikely,  as  he 
explicitly  quotes  He  6>-*.  The  quotation  is  only  given  as  a 
proof  '  ex  ledundantia,'  but  the  tradition  probably  reflected  not 
only  the  North  African  church's  view  or  a  Montanist  opinion, 
but  some  Roman  tradition.  In  the  newly  discovered  Traetattit 
Origenii  Je  liiris  St.  Scripiuramm  (ed.  BatifTol,  Paris,  1900,  p. 
■oS),  Uc  13^  is  quoted  as  a  word  of  '  sanctissimus  Barnalias.' 
It  may  be  admitted  that  ftamabas.  as  a  Levite  of  the  Levant, 
with  gifts  of  edilication  (uioc  mpaKK^ni^,  Ac  4**),  would  tuit 
sevcial  characteristics  of  the  cpisilc.  As  the  inaccuracies  wiib 
Kgard  to  the  worship  refer  not  to  the  temple  but  to  the  tabcr- 
nadci  it  is  hardly  fair  to  press  them  against  the  likelihood  of 
lus  authorship,  on  the  ground  that  he  would  have  been  well 
informed  about  the  lemple-cultus  at  Jerusalem.  On  the  other 
hand,  bit  relation  to  the  original  gospel  was  probably  closer  than 
that  implied  in  3*,  and  the  rise  of  the  Pauline  tradition  is  in- 
explicable if  Barnabas  (or  indeed  any  other  nanie)  had  been 
explicitly  attached  10  the  episile  from  the  first.  His  reputed 
conrvcction  with  the  temple  (Ac  4"),  the  existence  of  the  epistle 
of  Barnabas  with  its  similar  Judaistic  themes,  and  perhaps 
the  coincidence  of  Ac  4**  t  ^nd  He  13",  may  quite  well  have 


I 


*  Cp.  ■  paper  by  the  lame  writer  in  Exf.*  vui.  180-191  «n  'The  Panline 
Aatlk^oincna.'  The  ilidctcncn  of  the  Luon  tlyk  and  Ihu  oT  Heb.  arc 
dilcuued  ciccltenllr  by  Di.  ¥.  Gardiner  {JBL..  iSSt.  pp.  ^-^^^. 

t  A  Bmilar  instance  ii  poin(«id  oat  in  the  atlributlun  of  P>  tip  (0  Sotomoo 
00  Iht  Koce  of  117*  =  3  S  tl*"-. 
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led  to  the  guess  that  he  was  the  author  of  this  anoojnnout 
scripture. 

Both  or  ihe  inaccuracie*  ue  due  to  the  later  JewiA  Indiiiocu  which  dw 
BUihoi  UMtl  fni  liit  ilctcripticrti  of  the  I^viiickl  eulluk  The  daily  tIn-< 
of  the  high  prioU  t?")  )>  >  fiuioa  of  their  )'e«l)i  Bn-ofTeriniE  on  (be 
■iianeineni  and  of  Ihe  duly  uciifice  which,  iccording  to  PhiUi  (i£( 
tfgittu,  ili.  13,  ofrwt  (al  toO  s^iimrrot  Unin  ttrfyiriif  toJ  iyx"^'^  invt* 
i  ifX>f'^  t"*  •  •  •  '^X'^'  ^  ■<''  Sivlai  TiXSit  naf  itiamr  l/ltifor  «tX.  ; 
ntihinic  evidence  collected  \>y  Delitzich  in  Ztitsihtifl  /tir  iii  LtilMtf.  Tlutt, 
wfJ  fTiriif,  iS6o,  S9jf-.  ep.  «Uo  Sc)>Utcf,  C/K*  H.  M7f.).  <h«7  oftrfed. 
The  Botdcn  tllai  of  iocciuc  [9*)  is  pWcd  tniide  the  holy  of  halio,  Innead  e^ 
the  holy  place,  by  a  aimilnc  rclUnce  upon  later  Jewith  tradition  (<^.  Apoe. 
Bar  6^  1  «t  uidi  oum  deKcndiaiic  in  «ancla  Hnclarum  et  fumdMC  ind*  ndoB 
.  .  .  et  piopitiaiaTiiim  et  duu  ubulu  .  .  .  ct  thiuibulum,  etc),  jma  u  the 
author  lums  the  pot  of  manna  inio  gold  after  Ihe  precedent  of  the  LXX 
(Ivi  16*),  which  MiUo  hod  alceady  fallowed  [/V  CVx/tfitH  frudititMii graliat 
33:  iw  rritunf  xf'v)'  Th^  t^'o  p^sa^t  bring  out  (dl  the  dcpeodenM  of 
the  author  on  Ihe  LXX  and  on  nhhinie  tnditinna  mnliated  l>y  Joacphoi* 
and  Philo,  with  {i)  hit  touil  indiliercnce  to  the  lecond  Icmple  of  jadaknw 

(e)  Clement  of  Rome  (Erasmus,  Rcithmayr,  Btsping, 
Comeljr)  has  also  early  traditional  supi>ort;t  l>ut  the  markctl 
differences  of  sijrie  alone  arc  sufficient  to  refute  any  sudi 
hypothesis,  nhich  probably  arose  from  the  fact  that  his  epittle 
contains  several  indubitable  allusions  to  Hebrews. 

Outside  the  pale  o{  nadilion,  Ihe  imagination  of  later  editors 
has  turned  to  (i.)  Apolloit,  (ii.)  Silas  (Silvanus).  (iii.)  Peter,  (iv.) 
Aristion,  (v.)  Philip,  and  (vi.)  Prisca.  The  daims  of  (L)  ApoDot 
have  been  favoured  more  or  less  confidently,  after  Ltithcr.J  bjr 
Semler  (doubtfully),  Oiiander,  Ziegler,  Bleck,  Kcmm,  de  Welte, 

*Thua  g*  echoea  the  ttadiiion  piesctvod  It)  Ja«e|^ui,  Aitl.  u\.  9.  6. 
Dibclius  aiguea  (hat  Maik  (cp.  IJ**)  Zahn,  NKZ.,  1901,  719-7S6)  could 
only  have  dcilicd  ihc  hymbiillcial  liait  of  the  rent  veil  ficen  Hetiim  (cp^ 
git-n  ^  lo""),  i.t..  flora  hit  (clatii*  and  lochei,  Bamabai  (Col  i"^.  >he 
author.     But  it  it  not  certain  that  thii  conitpllon  wM  pccnliai  lo  Hebrewi. 

t  Cpi.  Joome,  dt  uir.  iilailr.  5,  epittola  aulem  que  (erlur  ad  lletmtot 
noit  eiui  [i.e.  I'auli]  dcdiiur  propter  ttiU  sermDniique  dinonaiuiant,  (cd 
net  tbimlse  iuita  Terlutluiniiiii  uel  I.uoe  euangellUK  iuica  i]<Do«da«i  no) 
Clemeslii  Komiiuc  t»tiea  ecdeiitE  cpUenpi,  qnem  aiunt  aententias  PauU 
proprto  oidinaiac  el  omaite  leimone.  Cp>  Kui.  H.  E.  iii  )8.  a-]. 
Jerome  oontolea  hiiuMlf  hyrcftectinG  (cp.  129)  that,  although  the  mjoriiy 
■laign  it  either  to  llaciiAtiu  or  to  Clement,  'nihil  intwiiie.  aniu  at,  cwa 
tecletlutlci  oirj  at  ei  ciuotidie  cocletiarunt  Uctiono  cclelxvtui.* 

S  The  conjeciuie  of  Apotloa'  aalfaorthip  waa  not  6r«  mode  by  LiuIm*  t 
he  waa  only  ilic  At*l.  m  far  ■*  we  can  atccttain,  lo  mention  it  ('eiliclw 
mcinen,  tie  ici  St.  Lucu,  etUche  SL  Apolto.'  cp,  Lelpoldt't  CK.  IL  TH> 
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■  Kuru,  Scholl,  Liiltetbeclc  {NT Lehtbegr^e,  ii.  lei  t.),  Lunenoann. 
Tholuck,  Credncr,  Riehm  (do ubi fully).  Fcilmoser  (J?iw/.  3S9f.), 
Alfoid,*  Moiillon,  G.  Meyer.  Hilgcnfcld  {l/rc.  ^6i.),  Humplre 
(Exfi.*  i.  3>9f,  4o9f.),t  Pressensi  {Bariy  Ytan  of  Ciristiamity, 
i  49S-499),  Albani,  Biichcl,  Farrar,  Sclwyn,  ind  (?)  von  Soden 
("Thia  Apoltot — or  whoever  he  may  be — has  the  noble  distinc- 
tion of  having  been  the  first  to  lead  Alexandria  to  Bethlehem," 
££i.  3000).  Helscr  (Efn/.  600  f.),  though  obliged  by  the  Council 
of  Trent  to  defend  Paul's  authorship  in  some  shape  or  fonn, 
believes,  like  Liilicibeck,  that  Apollos  wrote  the  epistle,  but  that 
Paul  added  ihe  closing  paragraphs.  Klostcrmann  (i^.  nV,  55  f.), 
conjecturing  rpov  B<pvatovs  as  the  original  form  of  llie  title, 
suppoKS  that  the  cpislle  was  written  by  Apollos  to  the  Jewish- 
Chriittan  community  of  Derea(Ac  t;"*),  whileSchUtze(jVi^>i>ii« 
_filr  Evatig.  Theol.  u.  Kirche,  1904,  iijf.,  175  f.)  holds  that 
Apollos  wrote  it  10  some  Jewish-Christian  house-church  in  Rome 
(cp.  Ro  16*').    The  biblical  learning  of  Apollos,  hts  Alexandrian 

» training  and  his  relation  to  Paul  and  the  Pauline  circle  (He  13" 
«>  I  Co  tt^"-^),  are  all  adduced  as  arguments  why  this  teacher 
might  have  written  Hebrews.  "  Paul  laid  the  foundation ;  the 
author  of  Hebrews  built  on  it,  not  with  wood  or  hay  or  stubble, 
but  with  gold,  silver,  precious  stones.  Should  it  hare  been 
Apollos  to  whom  wc  owe  this  epistle,  then  would  that  saying  be 
tiue:  Paul  planted,  Apollos  watered"  (Kcsch,  Paulinismus,  p. 
506,  echoing  the  similar  remarks  of  Luther  and  Tuidale).  But 
tbeeniiicabscnccof  any  early  tradition  tells  strongly  against  this, 
B  the  most  plausible  of  all  conjectures  drawn  ftom  purely  internal 
evidence,  (ii.)  Silas  (Silvanus)  was  no  doubt  a  member  of  the 
Pauline  circle,  who  was  also  associated  with  Timothcus,  and 
coiu>ected  somehow  with  the  composition  of  1  Peter  (a  writing 
allied  10  Hebrews) ;  but  these  data  are  too  slight  to  support  the 
weight  of  any  hypothesis  (Mynster,  Boehme,  Riehm,  and  Godet 
doubtfully)  which  would  attribute  Hebrews  to  a  man  of  whose 
mental  standpoint  so  little  is  known,    (lii.)  The  resemblances 


*  Atfotd  (pp.  71-73)  ingcniouily  p1«Bdi  th»l  Apollia  moAen\j  ihruik 
Jrom  putling  hi*  own  nunc  fuiwknl,  10  avoid  nipleioii  of  liraliy  with  P»ul, 
und  ilut  CkmRii  tiiiiiljirly  Mlruncd  from  quoting  the  cpiille  by  ibc  utihor's 
■taM  in  writing  to  ■  church  where  lli<;ic  had  bMD  ■  dAngcr  of  "rivtJiy 
lictWKo  Ihc  fnuion  of  Ihc  two  tnuh«is." 

t  Plumplte  cnilllcd  Apollut  nut  only  wll)i  llelircwi  but  with  the  V-'itdooi 
of  SdooMi,  ihekitcr  being  writica,  ofcoiuN,  before  hi*  couTenion. 
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(Rendall,  T^elogy  of  H^.  Christians,  41-45).  between  Hetvews 
and  1  Peter,  whidi  cover  the  thoughts  no  less  than  the  stjle  of 
both  epbtles,  are  not  insignificant.  Both  describe  Christ  as  the 
Shefherd{He  13*)  -  i  P  3»  5^  and  use  the  phrase  tie  Nood 
of  sprinkling  (11**  —  i  P  i*}  ;*  both  conceive  faith  as  steadfast 
reliance  on  the  unseen  God  under  stress  of  trial,  bold  up  Christ's 
example  under  sufferings,  and  attach  the  same  disdplinaiy  value 
to  human  suffering ;  both  use  alfu,  Sfut/im',  iyrirurot,  (ivoi  lau 
mptwi&ijiLoi,  etc,  and  there  are  further  parallels  in  i  P  a^  i> 
He  5«,  I  P  3»  -  He  la",  1  P  3"  -  He  ia»,  i  P  3«  - 
He  1",  1  P  4"  -  He  ii»«,  i  P  s'"""  -  He  i3»-"  etc  But 
such  correspondences  cannot  be  mixed  up  with  a  supposed 
allusion  in  a'  to  the  incidents  of  Jn  i*^~",  in  order  to  support 
the  hypothesis  that  Peter  actually  wrote  Hebrews  (A.  Welch, 
7^  Authorship  of  the  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  1899,  pp.  r-33). 
At  most  they  suggest  a  dependence  of  the  one  writing  upon  the 
other,  possibly  no  more  than  a  common  milieu  of  Christian 
feeling.  "The  natural  inference  from  them  b  that  the  author 
was  either  a  personal  disciple  of  St  Peter  or  a  diligent  student 
of  his  epistle"  (Rendall).  The  claims  of  (iv.)  Aristion,  the 
supposed  author  of  Mk  i6>-io,  have  been  recently  proposed 
by  J.  Chapman  {Revue  Binidictine,  1905,  50-63)  and  argued 
by  R.  PerdelwiU  (ZNW.,  1910,  105-110)  on  the  ground  that 
the  sharp  tone  of  He  6*^  and  lo**-"  agrees  with  the  trend 
of  the  teaching  quoted  by  Irenxus  from  the  presbyter-drcles 
(adv.  haer.  iv.  a8.  t,  iv.  40),  and  also  with  that  of  the  newly 
discovered  fragment  of  Mk  16^^  (see  pp.  340  f.),  where  2XXa 
Suva  are  supposed  to  refer  to  the  &te  of  apostates.  Hence 
all  three  converge  on  the  same  author.  But  even  if  Aristion 
were  the  author  of  the  Mark-ending,  these  conceptions  are  far 
too  general  and  incidental  to  be  made  the  basis  of  any  such 
argument  (v.)  Philip  the  deacon  (cp.  W.  M.  Ramsay,  Exp.^  ix. 
407-413,  Luhe  the  Physician  and  other  Studies,  1908,  pp.  301- 
308)  is  also  conjectured  to  have  written  the  epistle  from  the 
church  of  Czsarea  (spring  of  a-d.  59)  after  discussions  with  Paul 
on  topics  raised  by  the  local  leaders,  to  reconcile  the  Jewish 
party  in  the  Jerusalem  church  to  Paulinism  (Paul  adding  the 
last  verse  or  two).  E.  L.  Hicks  (The  Interpreter,  1909), 
denying  the  Pauline  postscript,   argues  for  the  same  origin, 

*  'VxTr''  i*  eomDMa  to  Helwein  (a**  !>■)  and  Peto'i  ^jiiwli  in 
Ac3"S». 


HEBREWS  441 

inainly  on  the  ground  of  linguUtic  analogy  between  Hebrew  and 
Col-Eph. 

Tli.ig«  who  {t.g.  Lrwt*,  lUinMy,  )iik1  HIcIu)  aaStit  Ontm  <he  locnt  of 
the  cpbile'i  com pcoi lion,  arsue  th»t  tuliui  Jewidi  jnlgrimf  wouJd  be  there 
m  nuU  la  or  from  Jcrualctn  (k«  below,  S  7|. 

(vi.)  Did  Lady  Pccobrokc  collaborate  with  her  brother  in  the 
composition  of  the  Anadia  ?  The  problem  which  rises  for  ihc 
Kludeni  of  English  literature  lias  been  raised  in  connection  with 
the  NT  by  those  who  conjecturc  that  Prisca  and  Aquila,  Paul's 
devoted  and  intelligent  irvvtpyot,  composed  the  epistle  to  the 
Hebrews.  Their  claims  are  urged  tentatively  by  Harnack  (tee 
above,  p.  4a»,  and  his  essay  in  SBBA.  1900,  "iiber  die 
beidcn  Ket-ensionen  d-  Gcsch.  der  Prisca  u.  dc«  Aquila  in 
Ac.  Ap.  18'-""),  Schiele,  Pcake,  and  Rendel  nurya  {Sideli^iili 
OH  NT  Rtuarth,  v.),  Aquila's  name  had  been  more  than 
oi>ce  suggested  {e.g.  by  Bleek  and  AlfordX  but  Prisca  is  sup- 
posed, on  this  theory,  to  hare  been  mainly  responsible  for  the 
epistle,  and  traces  of  the  wife  rather  than  of  the  husband  are 
sought  for.  The  hypothesis  certainly  might  account  for  the 
loss  of  the  name,  as  canonical  authority  could  hardly  be  claimed 
for  a  woman's  writing.  But  the  positive  arguments  are  not 
Kubstantial.  Paul  bad  forbidden  a  woman  even  to  teach  in 
church  (i  Co  14"'-).  and  the  action  described  in  Ac  iS**  does 
not  prove  that  any  exception  would  be  made  in  favour  of  a  gifted 
lady  like  Prisca,  for  the  instruction  of  Apollos  wa.s  private,  not 
public  The  supposed  signs  of  femininity  in  Hebrews  are 
extremely  dubious ;  ai  a  matter  of  fact,  one  would  have  expected 
a  reference  to  Deborah  instead  of  Barak  in  11'-,  if  a  woman  had 
written  the  epistle.  The  stylistic  argument,  that  now  a  single 
now  a  plural  authorship  is  implied,  can  hardly  be  maintained ; 
our  brother  (in  13*")  means  not  our  colleague,  but  the  brother 
known  to  you  and  to  mc  {the  writer,  cp.  f  will let you)  \  phrases 
like  those  in  11'*  and  13'*  imply  a  single  author,  and  the  ww 
which  elsewhere  occurs  is  cither  editorial  or  due  to  the  figure  o( 
ffvyKarifiaatt.  The  association  of  Aquila  and  Prisca  «rith  a  house- 
church  in  Rome  depends  on  a  view  of  Ro  16  which  is  not  tenable 
(see  above,  pp.  1  jj  f.).  Finally,  the  masculine  SnjyovfMi-iii-  in  1 1" 
{cp.  Ueissmann,  T/f.  v.  64)  rather  tells  against  the  feminine 
hypothesis  than  otherwise ;  and,  had  any  exception  been  taken  to 
Prisca,  the  deletion  of  her  name  froiD  the  address  (leavii^  that  of 
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Aquila)  would  have  been  simpler  than  the  exciswn  of  the  addren 
tM  b!<x  (cp.  Wrtdc,  82-5j).  One  has  therefore  reluctantly  to 
forego  the  loaiunce  which  tills  h^poiheti*  nxjuld  introduce  into 
the  primitive  Christian  literature. 

All  such  attempts  (cp.  the  summary  in  Heig1|  vf.  <H.  (^ 
135-156)  to  identify  the  author  start  from  the  assumption  that 
he  (or  she)  must  be  found  among  the  figures  which  the  Acts  of 
the  .\p()*tlcs  reveals  in  a  relation  to  Timotheus  eoncsiwnding  to 
that  of  13'*,  and  (perhaps)  in  a  more  or  less  dose  connection 
with  Paul.  Neither  of  these  postulates  is  necessary.  Acts  does 
not  give  any  exhaustive  li»t  of  the  hthAanaXoi  in  the  first  century 
of  Chrisliiinity  who  were  capable  of  writing  such  an  epistle,  and 
Timotheus,  especially  after  Paul's  death,  must  have  had  a  wider 
acquaintance  than  history  records.  In  the  abienoe  of  belter 
evidence,  we  must  resign  ourselves  to  the  fact  that  the  author 
cannot  be  identified  with  any  ligure  already  known  to  us  from 
tradition.  He  was  probably  a  highly  trained  Hellenistic  Jewish 
Christian,  a  StSamaAot  of  repute,  with  speculative  gifts  and 
Iherary  culture ;  but  to  us  he  is  a  voice  and  no  more.  He  left 
great  prose  to  some  little  clan  of  early  Christians,  but  who  he 
was,  and  who  they  were,  it  is  not  povsibk-,  with  such  materuk 
as  are  at  our  disposal,  to  determine.  No  conjecture  rises  a 
the  level  of  plausibility.  Wc  cannot  say  that  if  the  auh 
Hthraot  had  never  lived  or  written,  the  course  of  eariy 
Christianity  would  have  been  materially  altered.  He  was  not 
a  personality  of  Paul's  commanding  genius.  He  did  not  make 
history  or  marit  any  epoch.  He  did  not  even,  like  the  anonymous 
authors  of  Matthewr's  gospel  and  the  Fourth  gospel,  succeed  in 
stamping  his  writing  on  the  mind  of  the  early  church  at  large. 
E(ut  the  later  church  was  right  in  claiming  a  canonical  position 
for  this  tmique  specimen  of  Alexandrine  thought  playing  upon 
the  primitive  gospel,  although  the  reasons  upon  which  the  claim 
was  based  were  generally  erroneous. 

The  Jcwnh  Mtcin  of  the  writer  cannot,  however,  l>e  dcditced  itiDplj  fiton 
his  rie<|URit  dulioiu  of  the  OT— «  feature  wliidi  U  u  m&rk«l  in  Genlilp 
Chnituni  like  Jutiio  uul  Clement  of  Ateianilru.  Korilon  Ihrdlvngrncc 
of  Kinie  of  (hctc  quotallunt  nceenn/ny  imply  \t\i  cmplaymenl  of  the  llebnw 
IcKt  ai  ilniintiuahed  from  ihc  LXX.  lie  may  faair«  bad  acoen  to  a  difltitnl 
Greek  vcnjun  o(  the  (JT.  Nor  ajffiw  iloct  hit  acijUBintinor  with  Jewith 
ciutomi  Biu]  Wlief)  point  locvititiljr  lo  Jewiih  liiith.  Oppoit unities  ul 
(amllijiritlni;  lAMcIf  with  juJiiim  abounileil  in  the  Tiist  rmtnr)'.  The  inllua 
of  Jewi  iota  the  Chtiuian  chuicti,  Ihc  iii(trt|imid  dillukion  «f  the  qih|0(M^ 
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and  the  knovledfe  or  tbe  LXX,  opcnol  ample  chtniwls  of  inlotnuiion  lo  am 
ioterelei]  inquirtr, 

%  ^.  Otjtft  anif  destination. — This  anonjrmous  e{:»Gtl«,  like 
the  Mel<;hixed«k  whom  il  describes  and  allegorises,  is  iyiwa- 
XityTTOT,  a  lonely  and  impressive  phenomenon  in  the  literature  of 
the  first  century,  vrhich  bc^t^  even  fewer  traces  of  its  aim  than  of 
its  author.  11ie  Chriittians  to  whom  it  was  addressed  had  been 
evangelised  by  disciples  of  Jesus  (a*),  and  had  pas^tx]  through 
severe  sufTcring  on  account  of  their  faiih  shortly  afterwards 
(lo*"-).  A  considerable  time  had  elapsed  iince  then,  during 
which  the  early  leaders  of  the  church  had  died  (13').  This 
internal  trial,  together  with  a  contemporary  pressure  from  the 
outside,  threatened  lo  prove  dangerous  to  ihem  on  account  of 

t their  dulncs^  in  the  faith  (5"").  and  it  is  to  this  situation  that 
the  writer  addresses  himself.  The  author  of  Barnabas  writes, 
wt  firra  r^t  nortsit  vfiMv  T^Xttac  ijcir*  rijy  yvtxnr.  Hebrews  is 
also  a  Xiyo^  yvwtrtcuf,  though  more  on  the  line*  of  Faiil's  yvmrvt 
(1  Co  la*),  intended  to  meet  the  special,  practical  needs  of 
the  church  by  furnishing  the  readers  with  conceptions  of 
christology  which  will  brace  them  against  apostasy  and  dis- 
coutagement. 

Ignatius,  In  a  p»smft  (TraU.  5)  which  tecntnds  ui  or  He  5**^,  «xciik* 
faloHelf  fram  impaning  fais  deeper  conecplion  (rA  iroi'piria  •fpA^i),  ao  (he 
fiMHHl  thai  Ml  readers  iKing  hal'ifB.  would  be  uni!)le  (o  dignt  Ihe  ttrimget 
bed.  On  the  olhei  hiuid  |A'i>«.  3).  he  praites  the  Roman  chutch  for  jtt 
|aa|M£>i)d>  {ai'tdwvri  ^^catiran  aiitri'  iW»uf  ^IMiatt).  A  gencralioiii 
■%lil,  areMir*r,li>ve  mikdca  ilincrencc  In  the  Roman  chuich  j  IhccouMrloT 
Ihe  MOrr  ad  Hibratii  may  have  been  laid  to  Heart.  Still,  Ihe  pcDhitillltjr  I* 
that  Ilebm*  wa*  either  tml  (n  some  othet  chutch  than  IhAl  of  Rome,  or  thai 
il  wa*  addreucd  lo  tome  (peckl  circle  01  emup  In  the  Kuman  chutch,  and 
Mt  to  ibc  Roman  Chriitiani  u  a  whole.  Whaierer  wax  its  oiisinal  dcMina- 
tioQ  (Italian,  Paktlinian,  or  Alexandiian],  t)ic  nrl^inal  leHplcnts  were  in  all 
UktUhood  not  any  peat  church  u  •  whole.  The  feehng  of  thl»  '  special ' 
•ddtoaia  widnpmd  in  ment  criiiciim  of  the  epiilte  (see  below),  and  ji'i* 
il  one  o[  ihe  pua^Eca  whkh  tumeiiU  It.  At  the  tame  lime,  the  woixli — 
l^Uiomi  «tf«i  JifdtfvaXM— an  lo  be  taken,  aa  Wnde  obserrci  1p.  33),  aum 
frmtt  lalii ;  they  do  nut  ncccMarily  mean  mora  than  a  reproachful  reflection 
upon  ihc  backaardncu  and  imnutturilf  of  Ihe  diuich  or  eommunlijp  which  is 
addtcned ;  at  besU  lhe)>  only  corrotiarale  the  imptcuion,  made  by  other 
^■llunons,  that  a  wiiall  K'oup  or  circle  of  Cliiitiians  U  in  llie  wtilcr'i  purview. 

Much  ink  has  been  spilt  on  the  question  whether  the  epistle 
[was  nwant  for  Jewish  Christians  in  general  (so,  t^.,  Baumgarten, 
iHeiiuichs,  Schtrcgler,  NZ.  ii  304),  01  specifically  in  Asit  Mknor 
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'C  F.  Schmid),*  Gataiia  (Storr,  Mynster  in  Kltin€  Sthrififn^ 
jSgf.),  Thcssalonika  (Scmlcr).  or  Corinth  (M.  Weber),  or  agiin 
in  Ravenna  (Ewald),  or  in  Rome  (>o  from  Wetistcin  to  Kwu, 
Rcnan,  Mangold,  ScUcnkc),  Alford,  etc).  The  Alexandrian  or 
ICgyptiui  dcElinalion  is  upheld  by  J.  E.  C  Schmidt,  Hilgenfcld, 
Baur  {Einl.  jSsf.),  Wioeler  (««.«.  ^Sif.),  K^tlin  (THw/. 
Jahrb.,  1853,  4iof.,  1854,  366f.,  46sf.),  Plumpire  {Exp^ 
L  4>5f.),  and  othera ;  the  Palestinian  not  only  by  Chrysouom, 
but  recently  by  Bleek,  Schoit,  de  Weite,  Delitisch,  Tholuclc, 
BwKld,  Bisping,  Richm,  Moll,  Grimiu,  Luncmann,  Findiay, 
etc,  diher  as  Jerusalem  (f.;.  Langen,  Tluel.  Quarlalukri/I, 
t86j,  379  r.;  Kay,  Ayles),  or  as  Ocsarea  (Mosei  Stuart. 
Battlet),  or  Jamnia  (Grimm,  ZWT.,  i$70.  pp.  i^iy  Otbera 
(ftX-  Kubel  and  Kendall)  fix  an  Syria,  Hofmann  on  Antioch 
(written  perhaps  al^cr  Paul's  lelcase  from  the  Roman  imprison- 
rnent  at  Brundusium). 

On  the  general  hypothesis  which  dominates  the  Palestinian 
and  Alexandrian  theories  in  pAriiculat,  the  writer  has  in  view 
Jcwbh  Christians  who,  like  the  primitive  Palestinian  chtird^ 
clung  still  to  the  ritual  system  (Ac  i"*),  valued  highly  the  presdge 
and  associations  or  the  older  cultus.  and  were  in  danger  o( 
allowing  such  fascinations  to  injure  tlicir  sense  of  the  fiiutity 
and  supremacy  of  Je^us  and  his  religion.  It  >s  supposed  that 
the  imroincni  disaster  of  A.o.  70  moved  (he  writer  to  appeal  to 
thero  to  be  done  with  the  old  order,  which  was  now  breaking 
up,  or  that  the  shock  of  the  temple's  overthrow  threatened  to 
shake  the  foundation  of  faith  altogether.  This  view  has  no 
sure  foothold  either  in  the  epistle  itself  or  in  history.  "Any 
positive  grounds  for  such  a  theory  arc  difficult  to  fiT>d.  Such 
a  despair  ought  to  have  seiied  all  Hebrews  alike,  whether 
Oiristians  or  not ;  but  there  is  no  historical  evidence  of  stsch 
a  thing"  (A.  R.  Davidson^  He6rtwt,  21).  The  cnsis  did  not 
shake  loyal  Jews  in  their  adherence  to  the  old  cuvenant,t  and 

*  R«h  thlnkt  of  Ccnlilc  Chi!«tlin«,  Punr  of  JewUh  ChiklUnt,  «l 
Ephctu* :  Perdclwiu  of  Genlfle  ChriiUini  in  ont  of  th«  AsUlk  nntm. 

I  "  The  Pii«ti!iood,  the  Sii-rifice.  the  Ttmplr,  u  ttwy  alt  w«iil  <loim  %\ 
one  niddcn  tilow,  Mvtned  K»irt\j  to  leave  a  gap  in  the  tclli^nua  life  uf  the 
nulltin.  Ttie  Phniism  hid  long  licfoie  undemuned  tlieie  ihinci,  m  FMba 
(nuiiptnnied  tlicm  inlu  ihc  people'*  homM  and  hoitt.  .  .  .  Looc  '>ofo'*  <he 
Temple  kll,  it  liad  been  viiiaally  uipenedeil  b]r  hundreds  of  tyoagopiei, 
Khoolt,  uid  colleeci,  where  laj-nien  read  and  eipuunded  the  Law  and  tbe 
Prophets"  (C  Deulich,  Utrmry  KtMaini,  p.  139].    Sec  above,  p.  3.     Il  vm 
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is  no  reason  to  imagine  why  it  should  have  shaken  Jewish 
Christians,  particularly  as  this  epistle  has  no  thought  o(  detaching 
its  readers  from  the  sacrificial  system  in  vogue  at  Jerusalem. 
Itt  retl  objeici  is  very  dilTemit.    The  author,  who  wax  iwll 
vetsed  in  the  LXX,  "  but  who  only  knew  ilie  leniple-cultus  from 
the  OT,  addresses  himself  to  Ucntilc  Christians  who  had  becotoe 
lax  during  a  period  of  persecution ;   he  etisays  to  bring  them 
b«ck  10  the  ri^t  path  by  proving  from  the  OT  the  glory  of  the 
Christian  Eailh  "  (IBuchcl,  S/C.,  1906,  54S).     "  His  knowledge  of 
Judaism  is  apparently  not  deiitcd  from  actual  contact  with  it  as  1 
a  living  religion  :  it  is  book -knowledge,  like  that  of  St.  Clement  ' 
of  Rome"  (C^*.,  1903,  428).    The  LXX  is  his  codot,  and  it  is  1 
on  the  basis  of  the  LXX,  not  on  current  politics,  that  be  deploys 
his  arguments.     Apparently  he  is    quite  unconscious  of  any 
divinon  between  Jewish  and  Gentile  Christians.     The  homity 
is  not  addressed  to  the  former  exclusively ;  tAe  setd  of  Abraham 
(i>*)  means    not    the  Jewish   race    but    human    beings   who 
belie^'e  {cp.  Gal  3"'  ytnltrKtr*  ipa  iri  ol  l«  rnVriiut,  oIitoi  uW  , 
tuny  'AffpoBfi,  Ro  4*  g')  ;  /A*  f<^pk  (i")  arc,  as  in  ■   Peter,  the 
dect  of  God  (cp.  i*  7*"  13")  from  among  men ;  such  aigumcnt.s 
and  descriptions,  as  Paul's  IcIIcis  and  Clero.  Rom.  show,  were  ' 
more  than  applicable  to  Gentile  Christians  (coiii|Mre,  t^.,  that  of 
3~4  with  I  Co  10),  and  the  tenor  of  the  efnstle  on  the  whole  indi- 
cates Gcniile  Christians  who  were  perhaps  affected  by  a  speculative 
Of  theoretical  Judaism  as  well  ai  by  the  temptation  of  some  cults   ; 
in    the    surrounding    paganism.    The   writer  (so,    /.^.,    Rdth,   1 
Wct£sicker,  SchiircT,  Wendt,  von  Soden,  McGiffert,  Pfleiderer,  ! 
Julicher,  Hamack,   Barth,   Btichel,   Wrede,   Hollmann,   Peine, 
Pcrdclwitz)  knows  no  disiinclion  between  the  two  branches  of 
the  early  church ;  he  is  addressing  Christians,  quite  irrespective'' 
of  their  origiit. 

Some  of  those  who  still  defend  the  Jewish  Chrbttan 
nationality*  of  the  readers  {e.g.  Zahn  and  Penke)  now  admit 
that  there  is  no  question  of  any  rcbpse  into  legal  and  ceremonial 

tbc  ooIhpM  of  the  JewUi  wonbip,  m  Taci,  "  whieh  oonpdleil  Chriitisnity  10 
find  wlwl  i*  ofleicd  io  our  cpiMie— >  ilieorr  of  the  dlMpptamicc  of  tha  old 
diipenHlion  in  lli«  new"  (W.  Kobertwa  Smiih.  EB.*d.  606). 

*  Alily  rt»i«teil  by  C.  Hotnnickt  {JC.  9J-9S).  ■ho»c  wgutocntt, 
np«<lally  tlial  Uucd  on  the  cruclA)  piiua£c  In  6>'>,  tn  con tijic tied  by 
PcrdeUiu  in  IN»'..  19tO.  Iijf.  B  Wcisa'*  Utcit  monogmph  b  > 
i«tiDia(  Citllqu*,  oa  thr  other  hand,  of  von  Soilcn'i  irguinentt. 
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Judaiim.  This  concession  not  only  removes  the  need  of  finng 
on  a  pK-70  A.D.  dale,  bui  alTccts  ihc  view  taken  of  the  desltnatioo. 
Of  the  ihrcc  main  directions  in  which  the  Church  has  been  tought, 
Jerusalem  (or  even  Palestine)  h  ihe  least  appropriate. 

(a)  Even  at  iho  eighth  01  ninth  dccftde  of  th«  tint  cmwrj,  and  (noch 
more)  pilot  10  a.v.  70.  Ihcrc  miut  hiTc  been  aanj  Chriiiiani  in  ibe  local 
church  who  had  heard  ihe  Boipcl  fiom  Jniu  hinucif  (coDtnst  1*).  (i)  The 
languadc  and  krcumeni  of  ihc  epiule  t-it  nut  likely  to  have  been  Kpprapcktc 
to  the  church  or  JeninJem.  "  It  a  diflicull  lo  iug|[C)>t  any  period  In  die 
hiitoi;  of  the  Jnusalem -church  during  which  a  liberal-minded  llellenisi  Kke 
Ihe  aulhot.  who  wm  protiabl)'  ■^'■'^■rant  <•!  Hebrew,  and  who  ooold  lo  «fl  off- 
hand way  (lit>poic  of  Ihe  whole  OT  ritual  aa  'iUndin|[  on  nicsla  and  drlltki 
and  divefi  wanhingt'  (9")  and  '  uieleia'  (7"],  could  have  itood  ia  aodh 
relationi  to  thi«  church"  (A.  B.  Dividnon,  p.  14},  The  force  of  thii  aipi- 
mcnt  ntay  be  met  by  admiiling  that  ihe  circle  addieined  ii  not  the  whole 
chuich.  but  a  Hrlleniiiic  teciiun  of  it,  but  {t}  the  oenmre  of  j"  wooU  be 
lingulaily  inDjifilicable  10  any  ttction  of  Ihe  molher-chorcb  of  )«aMl«n  at 
any  period,  even  after  A.D.  70.  (lO  Though  povcnywai  not  iaaMnpaliUe  with 
Seneroiity  (cp.  1  Co  S*),  Ihc  J eruiui tern -church  wni  noiortanily  rathte  like  object 
than  the  touicc  o(  chaiily  (6"  10"  IJ^  •■  ").  Finally,  (()  Ihe  (i|;id  nfeoflfa* 
1.XX  doe>  noi  fivoai  eui  audience  or  je with  Chiiitiani  b  Jeruulcm  or  PakMtne:. 

The  employment  of  the  LXX  and  of  the  Wisdom  writings 
00  the  other  hand,  ts  no  decisive  argument  in  favour  of  Alex- 
andria ;  neither  is  the  hypothesis  (once  favoured  by  Wieseler) 
that  the  Mrriter  had  in  mind  the  Jewith  temple  (cp.  the  4th  nf 
the  Odft  of  Solomon,  cd.  J.  R.  Harris,  1909,  p.  91)  at  Leonlo- 
pohs;  neither  again  is  (he  Alexandrian  tone  of  the  aigumcitt, 
which  would  be  perfectly  intelligible  in  many  quarters  owing 
to  Ihc  widespread  diffusion  of  Hellenistic  Judaism.  When 
Jewish  Chrittians  of  a  Hellenistic  type  are  supposed  to  be  the 
recipients  of  the  epi«tle,  Alexandria  is  a  natural  place  to  think  of. 
Otherwise  it  has  little  more  in  its  favour  than  any  other,  and  the 
erroneous  Pauline  tradition  which  first  sprang  up  there  tcDs 
Against  Ihe  view  ihat  the  local  church  was  the  origiital  com- 
munity addressed.  Besides,  the  Alexandrian  tradition  was  Ihat 
Hebrews  was  addressed  to  Palestinian  CtirislianS- 

The  Roman  destination  has  perhaps  most  in  its  favour,  t^. 
the  reference  in  13**,  the  use  of  ^yav^i^i  as  in  Clem.  Rom.  and 
Hcrmas  (cp.  Harnack's  Camstitutwit  and  Law  of  Ike  Ckurek, 
1910,  pp.  6}r.,  69  f.)  for  the  leaders,  and  the  fact  that  Clement 
of  Rome  is  the  first  to  use  the  epistle.*    'I'he  modem  form  of 

'Tliit  <Bily  liDowledee  of  the  episl'e  al  Rome  mii^l  tie  ollierwlic 
eiplained,  lhuu|[h  not   u>  nalunilly     t^.   if  written  fauui   Home,   it  owy 
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this  hypothesis  finds  that  Hebrews  was  sent  not  to  the  whole 
church,  but  to  some  houie-church  or  5mnl1  circle  of  it.  For  thitt 
we  cinnoi  quote  Ro  i6"-,  since  the  latter  refers  to  Ephcsus.  But 
the  language  of  the  epistle  is  best  viplaincd  on  the  nssumplion  (so, 
e^.,  Hamack,  Zahn,  von  Dobschutx,  Bacon,  G.  Milligan,  EjcfJ' 
■V-  437~44B  t  t^cake,  floUmann)  thai,  instead  of  being  addressed 
to  any  brgc  church  as  a  whole  (in  which  case  it  is  unlikely  that 
the  author  would  have  refrained  from  handling  the  differences 
of  opinion  which  must  inevitably  have  existed),  it  was  designed 
for  >  small  community  or  gathering  (lo*^  ij**)  which  had  a 
histoty  and  character  of  its  own  within  the  general  church  of 
the  city  or  district.  If  the  readers  were  Jewish  Christians,  they 
might  have  been  drawn  from  the  o-wayuyq  k'tfipiav  in  Rome 
(cp.  Nestle.  ET.  x.  411).  If  they  were  Gentile  Christians,  the 
composition  of  the  Roman  church  is  equally  favourable  to 
the  existence  of  such  a  circle.  In  any  case,  the  reader^  as 
Zahn  rightly  contends,  were  too  homogeneous  in  feeling  and 
position  to  represent  the  entire  body  of  the  Roman  church,  and 
are  probably  to  be  identified  with  one  of  the  household  churches 
in  the  capital.  No  groups  are  mentioned,  no  parties  are  singled 
out,  yet  a  fairly  definite  and  uniform  circle  is  presupposed  in 
such  admonitions  as  those  of  5"  lo"'-  13',  a  circle  perhaps  of 
experienced  Christians  from  whom  greater  maturity  of  conric- 
tioo  might  reasonably  have  be«n  expected. 

Il  U  prcsang  tin)[uat[c  ino  Ur  when  ;"  {iiptO-writ  iFraa  itiitttX»i)  is 
ukcn  (o  mean  ihut  llcbtcwi  wu  wiiiten  phiaarily  for  ■  group  of  ttUagaXn 
or«n(ig«litU  (Ildnrid.  T/.Z.,  |S9S>  ^89),  m  th(Hi|;U  Die  err^r  of  itiM* 
□iriuixu  wu  the  oppcoite  of  that  aguiut  which  the  &alhof  of  Jsnus  warns 
hk  Rudience  (Ji  3'). 

Hebrews  therefore  represents  neither  Paulinism  nor  the 
primitive  Jewish  Christian  theology,  but  a  special  development 
of  both,  especially  of  the  former,  along  the  speculative  lines  of 
Alexandrianiim,  which  may  have  been  addressed  to  some  group 
in  Rome  or  in  Italy. 

The  phr«s«  at  iwh  rq(  'IraXInt  [I}*",  Cp.  n^lHinann,  7'fl.  v.  \(n\  inl|[!il 
pwnaMicatlr  mean  'tboK  leaitJcni  in  luly.'  but  i I  is  nihei  maie  natural 
Ui  l*kc  il  u  dtnolini;  lonie  Itilian  ChiiHians  ftbiixid  who  htpptnid  to 
be  with  the  wilm  (qi.  [|[nsi.  Atagii.  ij),  uid  who  uni  ipeclinipi  to  thcdi 
MmpaiiiMs.    This  ii  ihc  sole  clue  to  the  origin  of  llcbrcwh  Tor  ihe  alluson 

hsTc  hccn  copied  htioK  It  ww  khi  off.  But  Ihe  pbraie  in  i}**  is  luo  vagw 
Igt  tills  view,  and  ntbtf  dcnolM  Iialiaoi  out  ol  thcit  coiiMiy. 
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10  (he  bnpriMnmesI  of  Timodteui  (13*)  lind*  no  edni  la  Acts  m  i>  euly 
Iradilion,  uid  heisullkcty  to  hive  brcn  latpt'aontd  evlsilt  IuI^mm  Rome 
Th<  Riovcmcnu  of  Tiniotheui,  aflcr  hit  relcue,  u«  ippnicolly  uiKcrlaiB  ( 
ihe  KUthot  hop«,  however,  (lut  his  cullnigu;  will  toon  rejoin  him.  Mid  thai 
ihey  ma}r  (o|;rih(i  raiitit  thr  church,  at  loon  ai  hU  own  way  u  nwKMfaed 
(rj").*  Ueanilme,  he  loiviudi  ih«  epiilk  (ijl*),  T-M  which  be  bnpatkt* 
bi-aurable  r««eptioo.  The  writer  ii  ei-id«nily  ncrt  (giiiite  lure  how  bii  «r«idi 
will  bo  t«k«n. 

The  widei  question  of  (he  epUtlc's  ob]ea  hu  no  light  thrown 
on  it  by  Upht  'S^paUvt  the  title,  which,  like  the  aJ  Fantiliam  ot 
Cicero's  correspondence,  is  one  of  the  eraoneoui  tUles  of 
intiquily,  and  (sec  above)  was  probably  added  to  the  epistle 
during  the  earlier  part  of  the  second  ccnttiry  as  a  rcHcciion  of  the 
impression  made  by  its  apparently  Hebrew  preoccupation  upon 
the  mind  of  a  generation  which  had  tost  all  direct  knowledge  of 
the  writing's  origin  and  standpoint 

No  eipUiialion  of  rpii  'R^^oiai-i  at  «  coirupiion  cithn,  a^..  of  t^ 
B()>iiaJovi  =  Ufpomleif  [KlonermBtii),  lec  above)  or  of  v^  r*<>i  /rsl^Mt  (cp. 
Z.Vlf.  i.  >t)  ha*  any  plausitulity.  A  more  aimclive  bypolh«aix,  whkti 
would  djiUin  ihe  title  at  choten  by  the  authat,  It  to  take  'l!^^«  in  the 
sjrmbolic  or  allcBorical  lenic  ol  the  term.  On  this  Tiew,  the  re*den  werr 
conceived  u  IMmet  in  Ihe  li);ht  and  iinra^e  of  Aliraham  (a*  ii")  the 
Hebnw  crttitr  fiDtii  the  tcniible  to  the  ipirllual  world.  To  Etilto,  i'tfipaSn 
lathe  type  of  inch  a  believer  who  migralMfii**'  ij")  as  a  pilgrim  :  and.  It  m 
asked,  in  riew  of  tha  Philonic  etymol«i;ical  patallelt  ciMwhere  ia  the  epetk, 
to  toy  nolhinK  of  the  lypologiciJ  idioiyncrasies  which  pervade  il,  "Casa 
more  appropriate  appellation  be  (bund  /or  the  non-lrKatistic,  yet  not  and- 
nomian,  believers  addicued  In  the  epitite  to  the  Hcbrcwt  ihm  U  derived 
ftvm  Ahrain  lit  IMrra.;  in  whom,  on  the  one  hand,  all  belicveri  saw  ihdc 
biher,  and  who«e  act  [of  liringinK  lilhci  to  Melehiitdrk,  f\  ackaowledfo^ 
on  Ihe  other  hand,  the  lupttimi)'  o(  the  nnn^Ieipilittk  cull  of  the  frit  f^MfTat 
to  the  LcviiiaU  cutt  ? "  (Schiele.  303  i. ).  This  smacks  eS  aubilely,  howeret ; 
besides,  wt  ibould  have  eipecicd  tome  allualona  to  Ihe  (rvtiiitf  of  Abraham 
(in  11"'),  whercu  the  vtiy  tttm'Ef!l)>aiai  Is  absent  from  Ihe  epltlle. 

Even  the  internal  evidence  of  the  epistle  yields  very  little 
material  for  a.  decision  upon  the  precise  aim  which  the  writer 
hod  in  mind.  As  the  problem  before  him  was  not  a  relapse 
into  Judaism, — for  he  never  discusses  any  question  of  combin- 
ing ihc  Christian  faith  with  legalism,— there  is  no  obvioui  need 
to  suppose  that  the  readers  were  mainly  of  Jewish  birth.  Ilie 
sole  suggestion  yielded  by  the  oouree  of  the  epistle  is  that  tbey 

•  In  spite  of  Botgxallet's  caveat  {ia&-\rt),  the  weed*  of  ij"  Kem  to 
imply  the  temporary  ab*rncc  of  the  writer  from  Ibe  readcii;  they  do  tat 
naturally  suit  a  pnacher  speaking  (o  his  audience. 


I 
I 

I 

I 


HEBREWS 


449 


H  nay  han  been  exposed  to  the  scduaions  of  a  subtle  Judaism, 
Baiici  this  liahtlity  Implies  no  more  ttinn  the  ordinary  intcrett  of 
'  Gentile  Christians  in  the  OT  scriptures  and  institutions.  There 
is  no  hint  of  drcutitdsion  being  a  danger,  or  of  rilusl  formality  ; 
and  if  Chnsiions  of  Jewish  birth  formed  any  serious  element  in 
this  chuich,  their  training  must  have  been  that  of  Hellenistic 
Judaism  such  as  Stephen  was  trained  under — liberal,  biblical, 
and  (o  a  certain  extent  syncretistic  Evidence  for  such  Jewish 
communities*  is  furnished  in  the  East,  where  independent 
Hchfew  circles  sprang  up,  without  any  legati&lic  ties  to  the 
synagogues,  and  yet  with  a  combination  of  Jevish  piety  (in- 
cluding reverence  for  the  sacred  books)  and  Hellenic  conce[>- 
tions  such  as  the  cult  of  the  Most  High  God  (cp.  He  7',  and 
for  Rome,  CIG.  59i9)>  "This  precedent,"  ss  Schiircr  rightly 
obverves,  "  is  intilructive  (or  the  earliest  history  of  Christianity. 
Cetlain  symptoms  indicate  that  the  formation  of  Gentile- 
Chtiitian  communities,  free  from  legalism,  was  not  exclusively 
the  work  of  Paul.  In  several  places,  ff^.  in  Rome,  it  af>j>ears 
to  have  been  prepared  for  by  the  fact  that  the  preaching  of 
Christ  won  acceptance  especially  in  circles  of  the  vc^o^ivoi . 
rov  6^"  {op,  til.  p.  t>5).  As  the  title  ij^iorof  only  occurs 
once,  however,  in  an  incidental  quotation,  in  Hebrews  (7',  cp. 
Pemen's  ItelisiomstiMcktIieAe  ErklaruHg  del  NT,  1909,  6i-ti>), 
no  stress  can  be  laid  on  it  as  evidence  for  the  milieu  of  the 
epistle.  It  would  be  unsafe  to  identify  such  a  group  or  association 
of  converted  Jews  with  the  Roman  inunmryiiyi)  lo  which  this 
epistle  was  addressed,  or  to  argue  from  the  prevalence  of  such 
a  fotm  of  religious  association  in  Ponlus  {Ac  18'')  in  favour  of 
Prisca's  claim  to  the  authorship.  All  that  can  be  said  with 
afety  is  that  the  situation  of  this  church  or  company  of 
Christians  possibly  included  certain  temptations  of  a  specificalty 
Jewbh  cast,  which  might  appeal  especially  lo  Chriuians  wlw, 

I  from  some  religious  idiosyncrasy,  were  nourishing  their  faith  upon 
the  Levitical  portions  of  the  OT  scriptures.  It  is  conceivable 
that  these  tcdiKtive  tendencies  were  the  issue  of  a  speculative 
Judaism  which,  allied  10  ceruin  ritualistic  and  sacerdotal 
proclivities  (similar,  pcfbaps,  to  those  controverted  in  Romans 
or   Colossians),   wa«    besetting    Gentile    Christians,    or    even 

*  Sdiam  {SB8M.,  1897,  XOO-UJ)  khuwt  how  the  ttffiittnm  0<iv  e^wTW 
did  DM  Conn  one  Iug«  uiocuitioii  in  Tinais,  but  Who  a  numbcf  of  uiiall 
H  group!,  each  <onlBiiiin|[  atiout  foily  mcintmi. 
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Chrisltani  who  had  been  thrown  into  contact  with  Judiism, 
during  the  second  decade  afici  the  fall  of  Jeninalem  (so  Haring; 
5A'.,  1891,  pp.  589-598,  and  Bacon,  INT.  149,  afiet  Schtiret, 
itid.,  1871^  pp.  776  r.},  when  rabbinical  lUKlencics  revived,  and 
provincial  Christianity  was  often  exposed  to  such  apostasy 
(Wellhausen,  Skitten  u.  yoraH^iltn,  m.  pp.  196  f. ;  Hamad:,  T&, 
'■  3.  PP-  73  f-;  ^^-  '■  '93.  '98)-  For  although  Judaism  may 
be  reckoned — despite  Darkochba's  rcrolt — as  a  lost  cause, 
subsequent  to  a.d.  70  it  was  very  far  from  bcirtg  a  forsaken 
behef.  During  the  closing  quarter  of  the  first  century,  Jewish 
propaganda  continued  to  flourish  throughout  the  Empire,  no- 
where more  tlion  at  Rome.  The  morality  and  monotheism 
preached  by  Hellenistic  Jews  especially  must  have  proved  not 
simply  a  rival  to  Christianity  in  the  eyes  of  many  pai^ans,  hut 
a  source  of  dangerous  fascination  for  weaker  and  less  intelligent 
members  of  the  Christian  church,  who  lay  open,  tlirough  birth 
or  associations,  to  such  Jewish  inftucnces.  Several  hints  in  this 
epistle  may  be  held  to  indicate  the  pretence  of  the  peril  {t.g,  (fi 
i3»-»eic. ;  cp.  Hort's/C.  pp.  156  f.,  and  Haupt  in  5A'.,  1895, 
.pp.  388-390).  Utuere  mort  Judtueo  was  evidently  a  specious 
watchword.  It  represented,  as  we  find  In  Cerinthus  afterwards, 
a  distinct  and  subtle  danger,  prompting  Gentile  Christians — 
especially  proselytes— to  revert  to  their  old  life,  and  inclining 
others  to  favour  a  heterogeneous  syncretism  of  Jewish  aiMl 
Christian  beliefs.  The  time  came,  ere  long,  when  Ignatius 
needed  to  cry  out,  '  Better  listen  to  Chrii.tianity  from  a  drcum- 
dsed  man  than  to  Judaism  from  one  uncircumcised '  {ad  Pkilad. 
6),  'it  is  monstrous  to  talk  of  Jesus  Christ  «<u  touMluv,  for 
Christianity  did  not  believe  in  Judaism,  but  Judaism  in  Chris- 
tianity'  (vl/(%w.  10,  cp.  8-^).  In  the  qualified  tense  just  defined, 
a  Jewish  danger  may  be  admitted  »  n  subordinate  factor  in  Iho 
ntuation  of  the  Christians  to  whom  Hebrews  was  addressed 
But  the  pro- Jewish  propaganda  was  certainly  not  one  of  circum- 
cision ot  of  legalism,  as  in  Paul's  day,  and  the  presence  of 
other  elements,  drawn  from  the  culls  arid  worship  of  paganism, 
is  almost  as  evident.  The  time  that  had  dapscd  since  the 
primitive  flush  and  freshness  of  the  gospel,  togetlier  inth  the 
severity  of  the  situation,  had  tended  to  pniduce  a  disialisfaction 
in  these  Otriitians,  which  tempted  them  to  abandon  the  worship 
and  membenliip  of  the  church  (10*^),  as  if  it  were  a  [>hiloSDphie 
school  or  a  cult  whose  capacities  ll>cy  had  exhausted  (cp.  UI>. 
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151).  ^Vhelher  this  temptation  wu  accentuated  by  any 
Jewi^  pro|»ganda  (so  especially  Mcrn^K"^)  ^'  ^  some  of  the 
IMgui  religious  cults,  or  by  a  fusion  of  both,  it  it  almost  im- 
POnible,  in  the  lack  of  corroborative  evidence,  to  <letmnine. 

It  doci  not  follow  even  ibai  luch  realiitic  itciaili  of  the  Lcvitickl  caltui 
could  not  ti&vc  apixaJcd  tu  cciiaiti  llcnillr  ChritiiioK.  Thit  may  he  held  in 
ntw  not  only  of  the  bet  that  the  kllegorical  intopieUtioni  hwl  carried  Ihem 

tin  anJ  wide,  Inil  alwi  of  the  Further  fact  that  Ihc  Greek  and  Roman  world 
kad  piccei  of  iliukl  nut  wholly  diulmllif  to  the  jKcciac  npilaliom  of  th« 
MoMic  cultui,  A  recently  dlicavercd  imctiptjon  [pie-Chtutiui]  tmm  Eretoi 
fci  LittbM  givH  rulM,  t^.  for  the  purilication  of  women,  which  ue  analogout 
to  iboM  of  Leviticus  (cp.  W.  K.  Paton,  C/ait.  AVt>.,  190^,  390-19S ;  •!*» 
P.  Krebdimer  oijakmhtfu dtt  Htirrtick.  »nlui«l.  Instil,  v.  pp.  143  t). 

§  8.  Dali. — The  period  of  composition  is  naturally  bound  up 
with  the  particular  view  taken  of  the  aulhonhip,  and  especially 
of  tlie  aim  and  destination.  Thus  the  epiatle  is  placed  dose 
to  the  final  crisis  of  Judaism  in  Palestine,  i.t.,  in  a.o.  6S-70, 
by  Grimm,  Kiibttl  (a.o.  67-48),  Kendall,  Adcney,  Barth,  and 
Others.  Some,  sharing  the  same  general  view  of  its  religious 
purpose,  put  it  rather  earlier,  between  64  and  67  or  65  and 
■  70;  t^.  Bleek,  Beyschlag  {NT  TAe^.  il  286-188),  Renan, 
"Scholtcn,  Godet,  Clemen  (CirDM.  177-179),  Ewald,  Farrar, 
\Vestcoll,  Roberts  {GnuJt  the  Languagt  of  Christ  and  Hit 
Apoilkt,  ch.  viii.),  S.   Davidson,  Bovon  {NTTh.  n.   387-389), 

IUiat%ou  G.  G.  Findlay  (c.  a.d.  67),  G.  B.  Stevens  iNTTh. 
485  f.),  Huyghe,  Trenkle  (£/«/.  88  L\  G.  Milllgan,  G.  Meyer 
(a.d.  67-69X  Fartar  (a.d.  67-68),  Kay  and  Heigl  (A-a  65X 
Ayles  {t.  A.D.  64).  It  is  placed  slightly  earlier  still  by  Hilgenfcid 
(before  A.D.  66),  Mill,  Bullock,  Salmon,  and  Moltzheuer 
(A.D.  63),  Schflfci,  £inL  149-157,  and  Bclscr  (a.i>.  63-64), 
Bartlel*  (*.!>.  6a),  W.  M.  Lcwi$,t  and  Ramsay  (A.n.  58-60). 
A  second-century  date,  such  as  a.d.  -115  (PRcidcrcr )  or 
a.D,  116-118  {Volkmar,  Rtligion  Jtsu,  388  f, ;  Ktnm,  Itriickner, 
Ilausrath),  is  ruled  out  of  court  by  the  use  of  Hebrews  in  Oem. 
Romanus,  and  the  contrary  assertion  (Hiuig,  Zur  Krilik  tUr 
Pau/iniuAtn  Brirjt,  34-36)  that  Hebrew*  depends  on  the 
Antiquities  of  Josephus  is  of  no  importance.  It  is  needless  to 
be  wo  precise,  In  condescending,  t^.,  upon  c  a.d.  95  (Kottlin), 
\  bu  e.  *.!>.  80,  or  more  generally  the  Domitianic  period^  would 

*  Fit>m  BninduwuRi  by  Paul  (lIofiiuAii)  or  BariuiUu  (Darllcl}. 
f  Joint -pfoiluct Ion  of  ftul  u>i)   Luke  Iram  the  Canartan  impritoomtM 
(Ac  aj"). 
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lepresenE  the  converging  opinion*  of  miny  critiai  and  editors, 
including  Schenkel  (ifas  ciriitusM'M  der  ApoHel,  1879,  130  T.), 
Mangold  {Remtriritf,  1884,  pp.  158  f.),  HoItj:mann  {BL.  ti. 
615  f.,  ZWT.,  1884,  pp.  i-io),  Wetaicker  (AA.  ii.  155-160^ 
von  Sodcn,  Cone,  Jiilicher,  McGiffcrt  {,AA.  463  l\  Zabn  {RE. 
vii.  491-306),  Rovers  (itUuw-ltil,  Ltlttrkundt^  80  f.),  Bwissei 
{TR-  189;,  9->o),  ].  Riville  {Lti  en^inti  dt  Ptpiia^t,  I  363- 
366).  Kruger's  Aluhriul.  Lilttratur*  (189S).  p.  ii  ;  Bicon, 
Hiring  (.9A'„  1891.  589-598),  Ropes  (AA.  1&9  t),  Coodjpced. 
Hollmann,  Wrcdc's  Enlslekting  dtr  Sckriften  dtt  NT  (\f^i). 
81  f. ;  Willin,  and  PcrdclwiU.  Voller's  theory  (TV:,  1908,  537  f., 
nucleus  written  t.  a.d.  75  to  Rome,  but  reissued  twenty  ye.in 
Inter  with  additions  in  i»**  *•►"  a""»  ^  4«-io'*  io»«  «* 
, ,«.  H-w.  11.  wfc  wi. , ,».» ,  3»-w.  »)  had  be«n  partially  antidpaled 
by  J.  S.  F.  Chamberlain  {Tkt  Efiistie  l«  Ihi  Hthrtwt,  1904), 
who  took  Hebrews  as  originally  addressed  to  the  Jews  by  a 
prominent  Christian  (Paul  ? ),  and  afterwarda  edited  with 
additions  by  anothi-r  Christian  for  Gentile  Chfi!>ltan*. 

(d)  The  ■Iluiioni  in  the  present  tcnie  (p*-  "  8**  9^*  "  ij**)  to  the 
eultui  by  no  mnn)  Imply  >  li&tc  jiiior  to  A.D.  70.  Nothinf  It  moci 
eommon  (Schilrcr,  ////*.  i.  ti.  pp.  a68  I.),  in  wtilingi  lubwiiaenl  to  that  due, 
Jewish  (JoKphiii,  Amti^.  iiL  6.  7-ia.  Afiin.  u  7,  u.  8.  aj)  and  Chrixioi 
(Cl«m.  Kom.  40-41  :  Ju->iiti.  Oiai.  xtyj,  ».vA  BMnab**],  than  tuch  reletcnoe*. 
They  denote  ■  lilcTaiy  inethod,  not  my  conteoiponry  existence  of  the 
praclica  or  ptkcci  mcntiuncil.  KtiitlieiniuTe,  the  iltotiont  "  ii>  tb*  UomIc 
rilual  Bic  purely  Ideal  and  theoretical,  and  bucd  on  the  Law  in  ibe 
I'entAteDch.  .  •  ■  The  mode  of  leaiDDing  adopted  would  hare  been  m 
valid  after  the  dcsttuctlun  of  ihc  Tcniple  u  ducioB  it*  eii*tenc<'"  (A.  B. 
Davidwn,  iMrtrci,  p^  15).  Hence  (#}  it  u  no  aigumenl  for  a  prc'To  dale 
to  hold  Ihai  the  vrriter  implin  the  existence  of  the  Ittnple-csllui,  and  ItM 
he  would  have  l-eto  fuic  tn  notice  lu  aliollllon  If  he  had  vdtten  after  the 
ovenhiow  of  the  jewiib  capital  The  Judaiim  with  which  he  is  dealing  i* 
that  of  the  lalxTiiaele,  not  of  the  temple.  Neither  he  nor  hi*  rtadeis  an 
concerned  wiili  the  tcmple-rilual  at  all  i  iu  exiatenoe  nulleted  a*  lillle  lo 
I  kit  idealial  method  of  argument  a«  its  dctlruction.  Thua  the  eaptwaioa  in 
I'S"  (the  old  cnvcnKnt  ^i>i  i^nauau)  mean*  ^mply  (hat  the  cJd  r^gie, 
[fupencded  by  Jew*,  wu  decaying  even  in  Jeicmiah't  age.  If  it  had  Un 
bi  hii  way  to  cite  the  Jc*iih  caiaitrophe  of  a.I>.  70  a*  a  praof  of  the 
cniieicmcc  of  the  old  a«der,  a  noie  ippmite  alluaioa  (Julichei}  would  have 
hrcn  to  the  murder  of  Jcnu,  the  beaimly  high  pricat,  at  the  iaitMKC  of  the 
Kithly  high  prfcstt.  But  all  nich  arsuincnt*  lay  fluttide  tb*  circle  of  M* 
fntcmts  He  findt  hli  cogent  demonttraLon  of  the  niperiorily  of  the  gatpel 
not  in  contemporaiy  hitlory,  but  itt  the  tiered  pact*  of  th«  LXX.  (r|  For 
the  tame  reaton  the  altuhion  to  tbc/nrrj'jvdTt  of  litael't  wandecini;  t3>^)it 
not  a  covert  lefeience  (o  the  lime  ahlcb  had  elapsed  dnoe  the  itaorreOioa, 
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[wikih  M  llw  refeitoM  in  IJ*  it  too  general  lo  rtlif  iprdlicillir  l«  th« 
of  Junn  (in  JmiHlem)  or  of  Pcto  mnd  Paul  (in  Rome).  Tlicrc  l> 
in  f-"  \Jttty  ynrs)  of  ihc  period  of  time  lioce  the  erudliiiarn, 
ilf  the  (Uy  of  Israel't  grace  wore  ftlmott  ended,  or  had  ended.  The  writer 
III  aol  calculul(t|{  tbe  piiaeni  from  the  piul.  He  doc*  not  find  «nj  lyplcil 
nnee  in  the  namber, —which  in  Ihi*  case  would  be  merely  >  rouad 
i((p.  Mk  i",  Ac  I*)  (or  •  )[enention.  It  it  onlf  on  one  form  of  ih* 
iFataUnian  (Jcmuleml  h]polhcii(  that  any  alltuion  can  Ite  found  in  IJ*  lo 
■Ibedetth  ofjameii  and  even  on  the  poit-yoA-U,  hypoihesii,  it  is  iinneceK- 
|tfy  to  fnd  a  refetence  here  to  ihe  death*  of  Pelei  anil  l^tul. 

Tbe  suTcsl  criieria  for  fixing  the  period  of  composition  lie  in 
[the  litaaiy  rebtionshtps  of  the  epistle.  The  terminut  ad^utm 
[is  fixed  by  Clemens  Romanui  (see  above,  pp.  430  f.),  the 
[/rnmivvf  a  quo  by  the  familiarity  of  the  writer  with  some  of 
Ipaul't  eimtles,  and  {iiohably  with  i  Peter  (see  above,  pp.  439 f.). 
[Like  the  latter,  Hebrews,  with  its  indifference  to  Ihe  burning; 
Iqoeetions   of   the    Law  and    drcumcixion,    reflects   a    period 

when  Paul's  eflorts  had  settled  the  problem  of  Jew  and  Gentile 

bi  the  early  church. 

Of  tbe  Pauline  epiatlet  (q).   BiHeknei's  Cimt.  ij6-a4r ;  HoIcmmiui, 

ZWT.,  1S67,  pp.  iSf.),  RoRiani  11  ptetiy  clearly  usmI,  ai  li  only  nainral 

in  an  epiMle  written  by  a  IiMftoAoi  who  had  .npparenlly  ronncclioni  with 

tomt  Christlini  in  Rome.     The  timllarily  of  the  Denteronomy-cllalion  m 

R«   M^-Wt  10*  might   be  due  to  the   independent  lue  of  a  common 

Iridilion  or  jbrittgitiin ;  but  Ko  ("■''  Deem*  to  underlie  He  1 1"""-  ",  and 

farther  InWancci  of  the  »mc  dependence  may  he  traced,  t.g.,  in  Ro  1"=^ 

He  11^.  n»  =  He  ij».  Ro  i4»=He  tJ".  Ro  is"  =  He  ij"   1  Co  j«  =  He 

5".  I  Co  3'=He  S".  1  Co   is"  =  He  *•.   1  Co  is"=He  a»    1   Co  15" 

MIe  »•,  1  CO  i'^"  =  He  13*".  »  Co  8*=nc  6",  2  Co  i3'  =  Hc   io«», 

Itnd  G«lat>anE  (j'sHe  (f,  ^sHe  a*.   4*^  =  He  i>°  13"),  and  Phil   y^ 

.He  I*.  Phil  4*"=Hc  13",  Phil  4>"»=He  I3»'.     "Det  Cedankengane 

I  be««tt  lich  in  volter   SelbiUndigkeil.  die  Anlehnung  an  Paului  i>i  dahei 

t  faamer  frei  nnd  un|[elkhi,  mriileni  vetinutllcb  rein  gedachinismHuig'  iWrede, 

1 9-  MV    Of  the  aeveo  word*  ;i«u1iri.  In  the  NT,  to  Heb.  and  ihc  I^torsli, 

[iriXoMii  i*  u»ed  in  entirely   different   Kniei  [He  li"=l  Ti  6''),   at  It 

(ll'*=l  Ti  3'  6").  while  Ihe   rcmamder  {i^\ifyvf»t,  fii0fi\ot, 

rfTtcAoi,  intHa/jai,  and  r^idJit^Di)  aic  neither  numeroui  not  Hi|;nif)nnl 

enouB^   10  thaw  any  pulicuUi  aliiniiy  between  the  two,  eipecially  in   ihe 

aboencc  of  any  common  chiracleriitict  of  ilylc  and  thought. 

The  tnterprrtittion  of  lo****  as  an  allusion  to  the  theatrical 
displays  (ff<oTpi(d/nvot)  which  accompsnicd  Nero's  outburst 
against  the  Kuntnn  Christinns  is  not  necessary,  in  view  of  the 
use  of  Siarpov  in  I  Co  4* ;  the  language  h  too  gencrtl  and  e%'en 
I  mild;  and  the  reference  in  10**  is  not  to  legal  conliscation  of 
I  property  (cp-  on  this  Klettc**  CkrisUiikalattr^^  tinter  JVtra^ 
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'9<>7>  43  r.),  but  to  the  resulis  or  mob-rioting.  The  passage 
cannot  therefore  be  taken  ss  a  proof  of  any  particular  destination 
(Roman,  or  even  Palextintan)  for  Hebrews,  and  the  same  holds 
of  the  other  allusions  to  suiTciing  and  persecution  throughoat  the 
episil&  They  may  be  fitted  into  a  theory  which  rests  on  other 
grounds,  but  by  themselves  they  furnish  no  decisive  evidence. 
It  did  not  lie  in  the  writer's  way  to  be  detailed,  any  more 
than  It  occurred  to  the  author  of  the  Xt/ij^'a  Aftiki  to 
mention  the  Star  Chamber,  the  fortunes  of  the  Huguenots,  o( 
even  the  Oril  War  in  England.  So  far  as  he  has  any  explicit 
aim  in  these  allusions,  it  is  rather  to  prepare  hb  readers  for 
bearing  the  brunt  of  some  imminent  danger,  which  hitherto 
(oCmu /i^XP'^  a(>(aro«,  ii*)  tliey  have  been  spared.  This  is  the 
point,  f.f.,  of  the  enigmatic  and  allegorical  passage  in  13*'',  wl>crfl 
he  summons  them,  after  the  example  of  Jesus  (cp-  n***),  not  to 
break  with  Judaism, — such  a  realistic  use  of  irapcfi^bA>}  would  be 
hopelessly  out  of  kccjMng  with  the  symbolism  of  the  epistle, — 
but  to  be  ready  to  be  outcasu  from  the  world  in  their  punniit 
of  the  real  religion  (cp.  4").  The  reproach  of  Christ  whidi 
ibcy  are  to  beat  is  that  cheerfully  borne  by  Moses  long  ago 
(1 1^-^),  in  abjuring  the  fascinations  and  advantages  of  (be  pagan 
world. 

Il  li  prowie  and  untrue  to  the  tcmi-allcgoriail  cut  of  the  uguawnt,  10 
tkke  IJ**-  u  an  appeal  to  break  finally  with  Judaiun,  The  ooMtaM  i* 
betwcm  ihe  varioui  paew  cali'fnuit,  which  Ihc  roideri  trit  ihey  could 
(ndutcc  in  not  only  with  immunil)'  but  even  with  profit.  kA  the  Chmlkn 
ie1i)pon  which  diiptnicd  with  any  tuch  partidpxion.  Out  altar,  ojl  iW 
writer,  it  one  of  whii:)!  the  worthlppcn  (XaT|tii«rT(i  ol  Chibiiaiii,  at  la  9" 
■  >"}  do  not  paitakc  (in  ij"  ttt,t^  n  the  NT  [emple,  contraxted  with  IkM  o( 
9*).  The  Cliiikiiati  ncriliot*  ue  ■  chcerfiit  conhnion  of  God  ««m  In 
SuHcrinit,  and  bcnerinntc  toward*  other* ;  they  have  itolhinE  whatever  W  do 
with  pinicipatioD  in  uiyncn  mental  mtol.  The  latter  practices  are  a  foreign 
aovrlly,  inconibirnt  wiih  the  xplriiuallty  and  adequacy  of  the  (elaii<in  whKh 
Jctut  Oiriii  dlAhliihei  between  God  and  hU  people.  Such  iniiicnrationi  ut 
to  beeichewed,  in  favour  oF  the  primilire  X^Tvr  roi  fc«v  (ij*)  o*  x^' which 
alona  can  calabllth  the  hurl,  however  much  a  religion  wfihoat  a  sacrificial 
meal  may  be  dapiscd  and  perKCtited  by  the  wmtd.  CIiriuiaDs  have  ■ 
Ncri6oe  for  aim  which  brinci  Ihcm  into  full  comniunlon  with  God,  bat  they 
bav«  DO  MCrttdal  meal*  tep.  Spills,  Un.  \.  jaj  f.).     When  fMiavrVur  k 
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*T1ie  atMcUtion  of  ^mtlrm  (lO**),  espcdallj  in  eoniieclion  with  • 
tneLaphoriol  allusion  to  eJiiny.  lUKcciit  the  phratrolo^  of  Ihe  Greek 
mfiteriet  (cp.  Wohbrriiiin'f  Ktli^nigrKKk'ntiih*  Stitditm,  1S96,  p(L 
154  (.),  aura  Epb  i"^,  iTi  ■>*.    SiiuiUrty,  the  refereaoc  ia  la**-'*. 
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idenlifieil  with  the  LonTi  tibt«,  it  bccomet  potable  to  hear  (cp.  ibove.  p.  3S9) 
u  exlf  piolcM  •euiul  Ihc  rcallwlc  wcramcntal  view  of  the  Lord'*  mppn 
wtiich  Kiught  to  buc  ill  cRicuy  on  conceplioni  of  communiun  popular 
4010(1^  the  pagui  mjWtncv  The  wntet  conlcovccii  thn«  by  mciiu  at 
•ipunenti  dniwn  from  ihe  Lcviiiol  tyUem  of  JudBlim,  not  beCBuie  he  hu 
r  dinctljr  in  view,  but  bccaiiie  hit  melhod  of  woiking  fiom  the  OT 
iMmtoptovc  lluit  Jciuk,  Mtha  perfect  aiii'iillcrlni;,  tuprriieitccl all  nich 
I  devtect :  the  tputioai  *nd  tupcrilltiout  tendencies  of  pagui  com- 
L  to  which  iheie  rtulen  were  cipoied  were  pul  and  parcel  of  *  tysleiii 
tvhkh  (he  Hciilicc  of  Chiiil  liail  entirely  aniiqualcd,  by  rcalltinG  Ihe  [digioui 
I loMineti  latcnl  in  prcChritlun and  non-Chrixlian ucriticei  (cp  V,  Gardner, 
ffuf»rt't  I'itu-  e/lii  N^T^,  1904,  »ni.).  There  is  Ici  benontingofiheirwiia 
XptffToiS.  The  authc4  of  (he  Kmirili  gotprl'i  altitude  U  leu  uncompiomijlng 
and  onambieuaui  than  that  of  the  author  of  Itebrcwi,  ihough,  like  the 
riptiiicaiil  omiuion  of  the  Lord's  supper  in  Eph.,  it  markt  the  aame 
current  of  trnileney  fliiwini;  llimuKh  ihc  more  tpirllual  and  Idealixlic  didet 
«A  the  early  church  towards  ihc  close  of  Ihe  fint  century. 

{  9.  3'exl, — The  leit  hu  lufTcrcd  early  injuria,  Ihough  teldom  fai 
inportani  paiia£e«.  The  diflicuU  und  early  vaiiani  >:ii>|>ll|  for  x<^"i  '"  '*> 
wUdb  OriBen  and  Jerome  already  found  in  some  MSS,  may  have  arisen  &om 
B  UMUcriptiunal  mof :  ccnainly  it  is  much  leu  rrlet'anl  to  the  corktexi, 
•Iwtbet  Ukeli  with  Snrip  vairAi  |Oiit;cnl  or  '^•ilairrBi  (Zimmcr,  Weiss).  But 
X«i>l(>aaa  likely  to  have  been  smoothed  out  into  xillH'ii  and  in  ihii  case  one 
Riuu  etthei  cunjecluic  that  the  phruc  x*'>''<  ^">vi"i|tinal1y  lay  after  (or  ai  a 
maipnal  gloss  to)  imritajtrer  in  v.',  or  assume  thai  some  primitive  comip- 
liM  ondeiliea  ihe  ten  of  v.*  (Baljon.  Tkivl.  StuJi/n,  1X90,  113-114)- 
SDcfaaoairuption  it  probably  vlkibte  not  only  In  to'  Init  aUa  in  4'.  where 
WH  (tee  ihcii  note)  favoar  Nocsselt's  conjecture  roIi  duo^ium*  )  =  ' things 
houd '].  The  pareoiheui  i  XoAi  >A)>  tw'  aiVrqi  nrg^oMnfroi  (7")  would  fit 
In  pethapa  belter  at  the  eloao  uf  }" ;  but  that  I*  no  K*Min  for  tuppotini;  (au 
BaUwyna)  that  the  present  position  of  (he  words  Is  due  lo  the  iranspoiition 
of  s  eopyiil.  On  the  omission  of  8*  ai  a  gloat  by  Kuenon,  )*rint,  and 
Bakhayaen,  ace  Italjon,  tfi.  til.  i)6(.  The  eonjeeiure  HA6I0NA  for 
TTACIONAin  ll*(soCobc«and  VoUgrafT)  Is  not  more  than  plautiblc,  and 
the  eomidallon  (Blan  j  cp.  C-  Konncckc't  Hiittagt  wr  Ertiinmg  lUi  NT, 
1896.  p>  15I  of  1 1*°  into  laJ  tix  fyifiatt'  a^roO  Mraroi  (Orlg.,  Clem.  Rom. 
9*)  ianol  even  plautible.*  In  ll"  IttifAtB^in^  is  either  [ep.  WH'a  noiel 
a  convpiioo  of  mid*  Icm  general  tenii  like  tvftfit-ifiar  or  ^rt>^aa94ea«  or 
frfr/4''f  ar,  orBdillagr*phyoflheptevioaa/viiIa4ii)ff«>|Naber,  Bakhuyien), 
Of  a  nwipoal  gloaa  which  originally  (ttt\fHlritair\  explained  cM^r  fXo^w 
jPiridl.— A  fourth  century  MS  of  3"-S*  ic^-n"  ii"-ia",  whoic  ie»t 
rescmUct  ibal  of  B  and  D,  is  printed  by  Ihe  discorercn  in  Oijrrh}nukm 


J\tfrrH:vt.  1904).  pp.  »9-48. 


*  The  nme  may  be  «ud  of  Fidd*s  propotal  to  take  lol  aMi  Ziffa  in 
»t  an  intcrprifalcd  marfinal  coramcnt. 
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THE  EPISTLE  OF  JAMES. 

LlTIKATOBB.'— (d)  Rilillcnt— Althtmcc  (/n  tfitl.  /fM*,  IS33ll 
Gryiucui  {Exf/aali«  tpf.  CalkoL,  Duet.  1593);  R.  Tumbull  (London, 
t6o6);  Cornelius  a  L>^e  (1648)1  Esiiu«  (i66t);  Bcoclunnni)  (1706)1 
IHmm  (I7«7)i    Benton  uid  MlcluielU  (17SC>)1  Sc«nilller  (17$]};  R!o«m* 

niUllcr  (Dfr  Brief  J.  SitmlU  umi  crlattun.  1787);  \.  B.  CUpCO*  (lUk. 
1790)  i  Moms,  PmUclunit  m  Jacsti  it  Ptiti  tfist^ut  (Leiptig,  1794)1 
Htioki  (Himbure,  tSoi);  Huttlni;rt  (L«'piii;,  tSiS):  Pott*  (lSt6)i 
SchuUhcu  (ZUiich.  iSu) ;  Gctocr  (Berlin,  iStS.  with  rxtoiUc  pUfMc 
mntcruUJ :  Schneckcnburgn'i  AnnatalU  \\%yi\-,  Thtile't  Cfmmntt^rit^ 
(l^ilttiC,  i8jj)j  Jachinuin(iSja)i  Ktrn  lT«Wni;rn.  1838)*  [  J.  A.  Crsmer'* 
Catma  in  tff.  CalAaluas  (Oifoid,  1S40)  ;  Schulii^  (>84i):  Sttci  (Bamm, 
I&4S) ;  dB  Wette  (1847) ;  C«Uerier  (iSjo)  i  Kcander  (Eog.  tr.  l8jl)  j  T.  W. 
Pdle  (1S53):  Wiefinjrer  (1854);  Meumcr  (Hrlitn,  186]):  M.  Bousan 
[i86s) ;  B.  BiUckncr  (i86j)  1  J.  Ad*m  (Edinbuigh,  1867) :  Longe  (iS6>, 
Eng.  ir,  1S67);  Emld  [1870);  Iluthet*(iS7o,  Eng.  tr.  iS$i)t  A.  Bufvit 
(MUniter,  1871);  Wordiworlh  (1875):  E.  C.  Punchard  (KllicoK't  Ctmm. 
n.  d.)l  BuKtl  (London,  1876)1  PlumplTe  {Caath.  Sii/t,  187$):  Erdmuta 
(18S1);  Scott  (.S>v»(rr->  Cmiw.  i88l)i  UloaE  (Srhars  0"<».  l88j)|  E. 
C.  S.  Gibton'  lPk//»/  Camm.  1S87) ;  Johndonc' (tSSS):  PlutnnMv(£^. 
**/*,  1891)1  Trcnkle,  ftr  Bruf  Jii  Kriliint  /ahim  (t$9«);  K,  Biugct* 
(Sinck-ZAcklrr't  AVxw.  1895):  Cart  [C(;r.  1S96);  IlcrKhlaB(—  M<7e(*, 
189S)*  ;  TonSoden'  (//C.  1899)1  Bennett  (CA  1901):  a  Wtki*(t903)i 
R.  J.  Knowline  (WC.  1903);  B>ljon  (1904)1  "■  WilUr*,  dt  t'U/ turn  i. 
Afittil  Jakeiui  (Amuerdiiin,  1906) ;  C.  Ho1lni]U)n  '  (SNT.  1907) ;  Bebvr 
(1909) •;  Owtetlcy  (JFffr  1910)1  J.  B.  Maj-ot' (Lendon,  1910) •. 

(f)  Studio. — |i. )  scnirkl : — HeiKn'l  Nem  Hyfaiktsti  inlirptttaKda 
4fiUtltl  JacM  (I7J9)!  StorT**  DiutrlMa  exetttiea  in  rfia.  /arM 
(Tulungcn,  1784):  J-  D.  SetiuUe  [k«  tlbtrrt,  p.  }I7)|  Gabler,  Dt /attU, 
tfisttlt  liiioi  aiirifta  au^Urr  (Attdorf,  1787)1  Bricka,  Rffiixi—ti  rdat.  i 
riHtr»i/miU'i  i  Clfttrt  A  1.  Jatfuti  (tSj/t);  F.  L.  SchwMnana'i  Origt 
afnttHta  II  atilktnl.  ifiiuU /aeeti  {iMmi^tt,  (840)1  Galop'i  Am^ ^wh 
/iitrad,  tri/ifm  .  .  .  (1E4J];  J.  Monod'i  litltvJtHlinf  ,  ,  .  (Montariban, 
184AI ;  LoeAkr**  AtuJti  */itmfut  et  A/rmati^titi  imr  fae.  (tSjo)  1  A. 
Iloon.  Dt  tpiit.  Jatebi  turn  Hire  Slnu.  anvtn.  (1866) ;  Wohlwenh  {Syr 
r  Mtiemt.  etc,  186S) :  A.  H.  Blora,  Dt  Britf  im  /akaiia  (Dofdrccbt, 
■869)*  i  SalwKcT  {ESte.  n\.  iis-t]!) :  \V.  Schmidt,  UkrttJkaU At  ji^hu- 
Brit/tt*  (1869)1  hto  Vkttt,  Diiitrtatie  dt  tftsl.  jtutH  (1871):  Btytebtic 
{S>r.,  1874,  pp.  I50f..  'dct  jakniiuilirief  all  nicliriitlielm  Geachidit*- 
dtnli(nal']i  llaliunann  [SI.,  iii.  179-189,  and  In  ZWT.,  tSSi,  pp.  19tf.)i 
Gloag'*  Tntrvd,  Calk.  Mtf.  pp-  aj-ioS;  P.  Schegs, /«M«i  iter  BriUir 
dti  Hetm  Mfd  nin  Brit/  {f^y);  viin  Sodvn  {/PT.,  1884.  pp.  Ij7-I9>)*t 
Mryrick  (Smlth'i  DB.'  15SO-1511):  Zimnier  {ZHT.,  189].  4S1-SO]);  P. 
Ftine,  Dtr  JaMmkntfrunh  ItAranukatnmginmtdS'UiUkiMgttitrMltiiiitt 

'Sec  Kawenu't  ttudjr  of  'die  Schickcilv  dn  jakotmibridc*  btt  ti 
J«hrhuTiilcrl  *  {ZtHuiri/l/Mr  HrrA!.  Win.  it»d  l,tien,  tSSg,  pp.  3S9-]70), 
and  Ld|»ldl*i  pangtipht  on  Lnther'i  criticism  (<7A'.  ii.  pp.  ti7-77). 
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(1S93)*;  KUhl  iSAT.,  1894,  795-817.  tcvlcwini;  Fdne);  vut  Mutcn  (TT, 
■894,  47^1-496):  Hnltmann,  NTTk.  n.  318-3)0;  SpitU  ({/rr.  ii.  I.  I- 
SJ9)  *  :  Boton,  NTTk.  iL  447-463 ;  Vuwinckcl,  *  l>le  Gtundj^dankcn  do 
Jnkobiubricru.  *eig1ich«a  tnU  dm  «riilc(i  Biicfcn  de«  Tclitu  utid  det 
Jduimci'  (^^T:  *L  1898):  M^iftWit  (jVAT.  ST^f.,  704f.)i  Cone  KEBi. 
>33i-3336):  SieHcn  (/'^£.  via.  j8i  f.) ;  J.  B.  M>)<ot  {DR.  ii.  $43-548) ; 
J  fuTj,  v<  Ditaatien  if  Ikt  goural  tphlU  tf  Jamtt  (Landon,  1903) ;  V. 
Etmoni  (Vii-orouji'  DB.  lil.  io37-I09!i| :  Giafc.  .Slillimt  n.  /iuttnAav  ■/. 
JaJke^uiMt/ti,  elc  iTulnnecn,  r904)  *  ;  B.  Wdu,  Dtr  JaiettiiMt/  imd  dit 
tmusU  Kritii  (i904>  ■pinil  GiAfe);  H.  },  CUdd«r  in  ZeUuhrifi  fiir 
A'alktt.  TiaJipi  (1904,  37-5^.  '<l'e  AiiUc'  <■«»  J»k<>bu»-brlr(ra.*  1904, 
39$-330,  ■  dcf  fonnalc  Au/lou  d.  Jadobui.biicfci') ;  8,  WeUi  (.VA'Z.,  1904, 
391  f.,  41Jf.)l  M.  Mnnctli,  l)tr  Jaiohttihrirf  tmi  itin  I'tr/aiitr  in  Sihrifl 
tntd  UtiotiiftruHg  tin  Budcnhewer't  '  BiUlKhr:  Studicn,'  i.  1905}*: 
lloenniclM  iJC.  pp.  90f.,  I9tr-):  C  W.  Ecnm«t  (Hjuiinei  DB.,  1909, 
434-4J6]>  (ii.)  on  3'***  In  ivlaii'in  to  Piiil  :  Hultcmuin'i  Htrmtnia  .  ,  , 
(I&I3I:  C.  S.  RDgcr't  CaniiUnlia  .  .  .  [1783);  Koapp  {HiriftiiTa  varii 
mimmaili*,  iKlj,  i.  pp.  411  f.) :  Froniinann  (^A'.,  l8,)3,  pp.  S4  {.,  Iiaimnn- 
iiiiig);  iKnbcrK,  Dit  Hukt/rriifiatK  dmrek  d.  ClaHim  attr  PatUui  untl 
/Mmi  (1S6S);  Rigscnbach  {SA'.,  1S68,  2}it.,  hvnionUine) ;  Man«n«, 
G*lt^  ft  vntrktn  ttaar  dea  frit/ van /atcdui {i6jt)i  H.  W.  Wcillenbach, 
Sxigrtiuii-lkMh^ikt  Stutii  liltr  /ai»htt,'ti.  14-16  ICieuen,  1871)*! 
Fiitueh,  Ar  Glaait,  Jit  Ifetid,  latd  dit  Rttkiftriigumg  tiaii  der  Ukr*  d. 
Jahims  [1875]:  Schuii  {TQ..  1880,  pp.  3r.,147r.)t  Kflbcl,  Ui^  Jat 
VtwkdllHnt  liM  Giauii  and  WtrktH  Ui /ttttit  (1880) ;  Klupprr  {Ztt'T.. 
1S85,  pp.  aSoCI;  Uswri(5A',  18S9.  ati-3S<^):  C  Schw«ni  i,S/C..  1891, 
704-737)  t  B.  ButRiann,  S.  Panlm  tmd  S.  Jatebut  ttitr  dit  HtdilftTtigtaig 
<bl  Baidenhewer'*  '  Biblitche  Sludlcn,'  1897,  ij.  ■) ;  J.  BUiraoi  {NKZ., 
1S98,  151-156)  1  Atjn^oi  in  Eludti  di  TkM.  il  iTHiilBirt  (Pari*,  1901,  pp. 
Ill-I  JO) ;  E.  Kuhl,  Dit  Sttllioir  dit  Ja/t^mlbntfti  turn  aUtftl.  (ksitt  Had 
I  tar faitbm.  Rtthtfirtisansiifhrt  (1905). 

\  %i.  CenitHls  and  oMtlittf. — The  brief  address  (t<)  doses  with 
the  (p.  48)  Grc«lc  salutation  x'>^"'>  ^"^  ^^'^  **  caught  up  in  the 
first  of  lite  following  five  paragraphs  with  which  ilie  homily  opens 
(xavai'  nofAv  ^yijinurtf*  ktA.),  The  thread  on  which  these  are 
lootd^  Uiung  logctlicT  is  the  thought  of  nifKur^.  I'he  lirat 
pvignph  is  a  statement  of  w.  as  part  of  the  divine  discipline 
perfecting  (WA«oi)  the  Christian  character  (i")-  Tbi* 
ts  (n*  f«)S<i-t  Xotrd/in-oi.  EI  ti  T11  v/twv  Xtl9<r<u  tro^fai), 
itbou^  not  very  relevantly,*  a  word  on  the  need  of  sincere  faitli  t 

'  Tbe  nrritei  hai  in  laind  Sap  9'  i  tifuj^i  a  man  6t  f^/ul  (tAooi)  tmvtg 
tit  inu  a/ mm,  ftl  if  Ike  nritdfm  (0 o^Ia)  that  ii  fnm  Ika  it  atltitl.  At  tkall 
tt  TttAtntd  ^  ■»  aumiHl.  The  whole  sectidn,  with  ils  cmphaaii  on  God  u 
lb«  libtnl  (iver  tA  windcim  It  worrrr  MpjitUntt,  liirathn  tha  apiiit  o(  the 
WfdWIlal  Hebrew  lilcntuie  and  of  I'hllo. 
^ft      t  Latbcf'*  niai)^!  note  on  I*  (m  on  5"]  ia  t  "  der  ciniigc  und  bote  Ort 
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in  praying  for  practical  guidance  in  lire  (i*^  Tlten,  as  the 
■nsincere  penon  or  Aviip  Si^v<^ot,  a  bmiliar  type  and  figure  in  the 
older  Jewish  literature,  was  unstable  (dxanurrarot  l*  «t£iruit  rati 
o6oU  ofrmv  I*,  cp.  J*-  '*,  Sir  I*",  En  91*)  owing  to  his  half-huarud 
atUchment  to  the  divine  ero^ta,  the  writer  adds  a  jiaragraph  (i*" 
navxairSw  W  trX.)  on  the  fate  of  the  rich  man  who  Tades  ir  t«I« 
jrfjptiun*  airou — the  timely  loss  of  wealth  thus  being  in  reality  a 
blcMsiiig,  a  irtiTMicrjKJt  (or  which  he  should  be  thankful.t  A  word 
on  ihe  reward  for  enduring  trial  (1")  follows.  Logically  and 
strictly  it  resumes  the  thought  of  1*,  but  the  writer  is  reproducing 
the  sequence  of  thought  in  Sir  (34)  31*'"  hlfSftJ  it  the  ri(h  man 
who  gortk  (^ufjd'ftj)  net  a/Ur  gold,  Wka  it  Aft  ffn'iy  ttff  will 
tall  Aim  hletitd  (/utKitpMiifUv).  .  .  .  Who  hath  bten  tried  tkerdy 
{jSoKi;iiicrdir)  and  foMnd  ptrftct  (^(Xtiu^)?  TVn  1(1  Aim  fhry 
^JiTTu  tit  Kav)(tiaiv).  Hcre^  howe^'Ci  {jtaKOfuot  kviip  it  irroft/nen 
7r<if  lur^oi',  oTi  hoKtfUK  ytvoiuvot  ktA.),  the  concepijoii  of  the  spltere 
of  ir4v>u(rf><if  is  broadened  to  cover  poor  and  rich  alike,  just  as  its 
reward  iit  made  eschatological  (cp.  Sap  ;**'■  the  just  liv*  for  ner 
.  .  .  tluy  shall  rutivt—\^il/ovrat — /At  diadem  of  bttuity  from  lAt 
hand  of  the  /.ord.  Zee  6"  I.XX).  The  writer  then  meets  a  current 
objection  (1'^-;  cp.  Judas  '")  hy  proving  that  the  origin  of 
iraipatrfiot  lies  not  in  God,  whose  gifts  are  only  good.l  but  in  the 
lusts  of  human  nature ;  and  the  ideas  of  Gn  3,  suggerted  by  the 
latter  thought  (i'*'-).  l^d  him  to  contrast  the  Iwrth  of  sin  from 
lust  with  the  new  creative  word  of  the  gospi-l  (t").  which  is 
God's  supreme  gift  to  mankind.  The  condition  of  reeeiving  this 
gjft  is  threefold.  First,  meekness  (i'*"**),  the  spirit  that  refuses  to 
resent  God's  dealings  or  to  flame  up  («<»(>  =  malice)  in  irritation 
against  other  people.  Secondly,  while  the  perfect  (r/X«iM) 
Christian  must  be  quicA  to  hear  (i"),  it  is  the  hearing  which  is 

in  ilct  c±nu:n  EpUtd."  For  Lutlict't  opinion*,  we  WalUier  in  SiC.  (189]) 
pp.  595f-,  and  M«in«iU,  «/.  tit.  pp.  ai6f.  The  Utxnl  criiki^ni  of  Canlintl 
Caj«t>n  xnA  tome  iilhcn  in  ihai  ife  U  oullined  by  Simon,  Niittirt  Critijtit 
Jh  TuU  in  NT,  pp.  1S9  (. 

*  Caracti[GCA.,  1893. pp^  594 '■) px^ti loiMd.  with ininuKukjO, rfw*- 
/xloidoManitcyand  Rnkhuyjen;  cp.  Iteljon.  T^tm/.  ihmVAr,  1S91.PP.  j;;!)^ 

t  Tlic  (iniilat  Jewiiih  Iraching  of  Akiba  it  diKuwed  bjr  fi*ch«[  in  Ut 
AgaJa  d.  TMMaiun',  i.  (I90j>  pp.  jaof.  Job'*  saKirini!*  (cpu  5")  wen  on* 
ot  Akibia'i  hrourilc  illutin  Ion*  of  Tti^w»li  (kc  atyMc,  p.  3])- 

t  la  !"([  a  Umpllngiaplweif  afut  rpMT^  inMcad  of  Icfote  it,  o^WEklly 
lb  tiew  of  Sap  7"'"  (rpord*  dXXa->4i  tal  (ura/tsUi  tttp^ir)  j  w  Koenneckc, 
Ematdalitnm  «■  Sullat  da  ATf  iyo8.  BFT.  xii),  pp.  Ilf. 
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followed  bjr  pncticfti  obedience  (■"**).  Thirdly,  not  talk*  but 
charity  and  chastity  form  the  true  worship  o(  God  (i"  tiau  /a 
fftak,  i»^">  the  Father  (cp.  Ps  68*). 

I'he  implicit  antithesis  between  pagan  and  Christian  ^piJaKtM 
then  leads  the  writer  t  to  denounce  an  Abuse  within  (<rwaywy^) 
conlcmpurar>-  Christian  wonliip,  via.  ropect  of  persons,  the 
worship  of  social  distinctions,  ihc  undue  deference  paid  lo 
wealthy  people,  and  the  consetiuent  depreciation  of  the  poor 
{a^\  Before  our  £^rJ  of  glory  (or,  the  Lard,  our  Glory),  social 
and  human  glories  are  of  no  account.  Besides,  the  poor  are  the 
chosen  of  God  (a'),  and  the  overbearing  unChrlttian  conduct  J 
of  the  rich  entitles  them  to  no  such  respect  (i**');  to  love  rich 
people  as  Christian  neighbours  is  one  thing,  to  be  servile  towards 
them  is  quite  another  (a*^).  Nor  can  such  neighbourly  love 
niake  up  (or  a  failure  to  keep  the  command  xgainst  respect  of 
persons  (Lt  19"-  '*),  for  the  law  is  a  unity  (»•**").  Furthermore, 
the  writer  adds,  gathering  up  the  thoughts  of  i'*'*'  as  well  as  of 
3<-",  this  law  which  regulates  words  and  deeds  alike  is  a  iaw  of 
JrftJam,  i.e.  (cp.  1**)  one  which  answers  completely  to  the 
spontaneous  instincts  of  our  true  nature  (a  Phllonic  touch,  cjx 
fufiJ  om».  fro/iuf  /ififr,  7).  And,  finally,  according  to  Jcnish  ethic 
(cp.  Sir  a8".  En  9V";  TeiL  Zeb  8'-»),  meicilcswicss  is  the  un- 
pardonable sin,  whereas  the  merciful  soul  need  have  no  fear  of 
the  6nal  judgment  (}"). 

Having  thus  put  the  antithesis  between  the  true  Christian 
iaith  (>*)  and  the  favouritism  which  breeds  injustice,  the  writer 
develops  3   the  idea  of   hardheartcdn»s  (a**'^  in  a  pungent 

*  With  i'"»nd  I'comfnre  the  fimoiw  «»j-ing  of  R.  Simeon  (PMt  At^lk 
i  15;  Dcicnbourg't  L' Hiitfit  tt  la  t^igr-  ill  la  fiiUitiitt,  i.  pp.  171  f.),  i"** 
lli*»  le  a>igif)m  nri»  AM*  ii.  to  (K.  EUeier  b.  Hyinnut).  Wilh  l*'"  qi. 
ibc  eighth  (cuanpven  by  R.  Eleuai  b.  fetiaia  {SaUali,  316 f.)  for  troubk 
in  liic,  fa.,  (illhy  ipcccb,  which  cnuw*  wid«wB  >nil  oiphiini  lo  wail  (cp.  Is 
9") ;  alio  JV*darim,  40a.  (or  the  tupremc  duty  of  Ti(ltin|[  the  sick. 

tR«*«ning  Qte  tequence  of  Pi  (Si)  Sa'-*.  when  God't  picKncc  *r 
mawyvyg  #(£*  is  made  ■  rcunn  (m  rvfuxlng  to  ictpoct  nniur*  and  for  being 
)a>t  10  otphaiu  and  poor  folk,  jiut  u  in  Sli  (31)  35'*''*  mrn  uo  ttarnrd 
agaiui  oi^ng  Bcrilice  lo  G«d  at  the  cipenie  of  practical  charity  and  jiiuIm, 
rinet  «iil  Am*  rap'  ah-^  iAfo  tptaiirtu  .  .  ,  ai  Xii«iif-rrai  rfieviiww  twl 
vtvX*'*  ■■.•£#•')  tw'i^tf  Itrrlir  ipitaroB,  ml  x4p<»  ^i*  ''X'V  ^A\ii: 

t  With  I*  llijiovfxr  iiiii  til  i^T^pia)  coinpai«  Drianmon'i  t»tot>li(in  of 
■he  (KCind  o(  ihe  (6tM  wriM)  Oiyihyncliilc  I.ogia,  al  Aioptii  4fiai  [ttt  rt 
ipirqpia]  irX. 

i  Unleu  (m«  belim)  t'"-  originalljr  lay  h«(c. 
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section  (i"'*"),  criticising  all  conceptions  or  faKh  whid  regud  It 
u  valid  span  from  its  exercise  in  deeds.  Thereupon,  passing 
ftom  lack  of  deeds  lo  excess  of  words,  be  returns  to  hb  bvourtie 
warning  against  the  abuses  of  speech  {3'^).  not  as  a  sabstitute  for 
true  failh  (>>*),  but  as  a  danger  to  iL  Since  Chrittian  teachers  * 
by  their  profession  were  specially  liable  to  thb  sin,  (bey  are  first 
of  all  nicniioncd  (3'),  but  the  counsel  at  once  broadens  out  (3*^ 
imarm,  cp.  1"  vat  iv0i)iiiKiK,  i'*  «•  »w  ktX.)  Into  a  general 
philippic  against  the  mischievous  power  (3"-)  and  inconsistency 
(j"')  t  of  evil  words.  The  connection  between  this  and  the  fol- 
lowing definition  of  the  criteiia  of  true  tro^i  (3'*'")  becomes 
visible  in  the  light  of  the  author's  intimate  acquaintance  with  the 
Wisdom  literature,  where  {e.^.  in  Sir  24**^)  the  wisdom  of  the 
teacher  is  compared  lo  a  stream.  So  here  the  allusion  to  fresh 
fountains  (j"*''')  helps  to  introduce  a  contrast  between  the  false 
<ro^  whose  notes  ai«  bitterness  and  factiousness  (j"*"),  and 
the  true  celestial  <n^a  (3}^  with  its  goed/mitt  (contrast  3^). 
Carrying  on  the  metaphor  as  well  as  the  thought  tjffieaa  (3*'). 
the  writer  then  contrasts  the  future  reward  of  the  peaceable  (3") 
with  the  wranglinj;  and  di satisfaction  evident  on  alt  sides 
among  those  who  practised  the  false  ao^ia  as  their  rule  of  life 
W'').t  The  outer  dispeace  springs  from  an  inward  trouble, 
above  all  ftom  worldly  compromise  (4*'');  hence  the  atilbor 
adds  a  straight   word  on  the  need  of  purity  and   pcniterxe 

The  next  brief  paragraph  against  defamation  and  cortsctous- 
nesi  (4"'").  if  it  is  not  misplaced  (see  below),  must  be  an  echo 
and  expansion  of  4"'-  Then,  rebuking  another  aspect  of  over- 
weening presumption,  this  time  against  God,  he  attacks  traders 


*  ImuGui  lai/v.  Hatr.  L  >8,  iii.  aj.  8)  aitribulei  Ih«  hereqr  of  Tatkn  to 
ttic  [act  that  he  allowed  hi«  concdl  •*  a  icsclin  |ii  dcivlop  ■  puaaon  (ot 
novelties.  For  the  high  repute,  u  well  at  fin  the  prnit,  oT  4iMtf *a\«t,  who 
Hltvtveil  rps^^rai  in  (he  cmrljr  churcb,  cp.  HatnAck,  MAC.  u  354  f. 

t  Th«  conception  of  man  ai  wMit  in  Cvtt  lilnntit  (]')  wm  •  tedanwntal 
principle  of  Akiba'iclluc  {(M,f.;.,  Pirit  AhMk  iii.  14).  R.  Simon  ben  Ami 
nnlMd  thii  even  higher  than  oei|-hl>ourI)>  love  (qx  Bachn*s  Apti*  A 
TanmUlttf,  1.  4t7t).  Koi  the  coinneciion  ol  f*  with  Hcnklritus.  k«  E. 
Pfteiderei  {JPT.  nit  I77->|S)  1  for  Philooic  lourca,  Sug&icd't  mu,  fp. 
311 1.  In  ]*  Jamn  humn),  for  hia  own  purpuw,  an  Orphic  phiate  1  (ai  tr}i 
fial^i  T^exh  hI  r4t  ftitittt  and  4  it^iXai  rqi  yntvtvt,  kc  RohiW't  /^r4<*, 
IL  133,  and  Lolieck'i  Fr^m.  TVff. 

;  On  thi  duty  of  cencroally  among  tncheri,  k«  Xtttitti*,  s8a. 
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|1*IT  iy,  ^  „x,)  for  ignoring  God  in  llicir  i»lans  for  Tulure 
acquisition,  and  wcallhy  bndowne?x  (;"-  iyt  tSr  kt\.)  Tor  their 
personal  selfishness  and  for  defrauding  tiicir  employ^x.  'I'he 
dosing  words  of  ihc  Utlcr  denunciation  (5*^,  cp.  Sir  34"  as  a 
ihtJdtr  of  blood  is  At  win  defrivts  a  Airt/in^  of  his  kirt)*  with 
their  picture  of  the  unresisting  patience  of  the  poor,  strike  the 
keynote  of  the  following  exhortation  to  patience  (j^^")  in  view  of 
the  near  approach  of  the  Lord  Above  all,  Oirislians  must 
refuse  to  take  tn  oath  (5'*'")  e%en  when  dragged  into  court  by 
their  oppressors  (cp.  5'  i") ;  otherwise,  whether  they  manage  to 
escape  man's  condemnation  or  not,  they  will  fall  under  God's 
(90  Sir  s}"-).  A  general  countel,  in  gnomic  form,  on  prayer  in 
relation  to  sickness,  then  follows  (5""),t  and  the  homily 
abruptly  end)  with  an  encouragement  to  the  reclaiming  of 
ladc^iders  (s"*).I 

§  a.  Strutturt. — The  homily  ii  neither  a  loosely  knit  series  of 
quasi-proverhial  passages  nor  the  logical  exposition  of  a  single 
theme.  The  opening  para^aphs  contain  the  three  dominant 
ideas  of  the  writing,  viz.,  iriVms,  vo-jtia,  and  ie*tpaafton  ;  but  after 
4"  these  recede  into  the  background,  and  even  the  earlier  part 
of  the  writing  conUins  groups  of  aphorisms  with  as  little  cohesion 
as  a  handful  of  pearls.  This  is  largely  due  to  the  gnomic  style, 
as  in  the  Wisdom-litcraiure,  Epieietus,  and  Marcus  Aurclius. 
Bui    the  pearls   are  occasionally  strung.     Like    Wordsworth's 

"  '0  tkaiM  in  J*  b  generic  (from  Sit  Jo"'  >")■,  but  it  ii  »  curiMu  crfn- 
cidence  that  James  ol  Jnutalcni  had  lhi»  title  /ram  Jrwi  and  ChriHtans  alike, 
McciRjin);  10  Ilcgdipiiui  (cp.  Eiu,  H.  E.  tl.  13).  Jiutin  {DiaJ,  16)  utca 
alnoil  ilic  Hme  langiiige  about  the  ttipontibQity  of  tli«  Jew*  for  the  nnider 
uf  Jnua. 

f  Theeflcct  of  a  pioui  nun'i  pmycr  Tot  run  U  a  commonplaoc  la  Mn> 
temfMimy  Jewiih  (cp.  f^.  Toan'ilh,  ijb)  and  Cliiiitian  ITerl.  ad  Siap.  4.  Vil» 
A^iur^',  39,  etc.)liBdilion.  Afaln^t  Ihc  ttoroani*!*,  whucwintcd  Ja  j'^-inlo 
■  nanant  (or  their  ntctimeni  of  eittcinc  unclton,  Lulhcr  thundered  (A  Batjrl, 
Caff.  KtUtur  fTa/uititoH):  "il  uhpum  ddinlum  ttl,  hoc  loco  pia«ipiie 
ddlnlameiL  Omiuo  enim,  quod  banc  epUlal.-imapailoli  Jacob!  nonrwr,  ncc 
apoMolioo  tpiiiiu  dignam  mulii  ualde  prnbabilitci  iMeiuit,  lint  oomiueludine 
autniitateio, cuiuicunque ill, obitiiuecic  Tamcn,  «<  cllam  ttsct  apoatoli  Jacubi, 
dlceiein  non  licel  aponolum  soa  auioriulc  taenuncntum  iniittuece."  For 
Um  medkinal  aie  of  oil  by  Kcti  ia  the  caily  church.  Me  BouBOtt's  Uamft- 
frtUtmt  Jtr  CmiU  {tqtyit  ^^  t^jl. 

t  The  teuhing  about  (brsivcncas  is  not  exaclljr  un-Chtistian.  but  It  bib 
lu  short  not  only  al  the  Pauline  cotpcl,  liut  of  the  prlmillirc  Chriitian  colloca- 
tioo  ef  fcrilteneu  with  faith  In  Jesus  Christ. 
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liormn  uf  I  S3 1,  though  the  nuious  paragraphs  of  (his  homily  art 
secni-dcmched,  they  loo 

"  Have  uinved  In  order,  la  each  olhn  bound 
By  a  conlinuous  and  acknowkclgcd  tie, 
ThouB'i  un«p])Menl" — 

unapparent,  that  is,  to  those  who  do  not  approach  Ihem  Frooi 
the  VVisdom-titeratuie  on  which  they  are  so  closely  modelled  in 
lotm  as  well  as  in  spirit.  Thus  the  analogous  abruptness  with 
which  Sap  19*°  and  Sit  si"'"' end,  miliuiex  again.tt  ttie  hypothetii 
that  the  original  conclusion  of  Jas.  was  lost.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  analogy  of  Hermas  suggests  that  Jas.  may  have  been  put 
together  from  fly-leaves  of  prophetic  addresses,  axtd  even  that 
the  detached  character  of  one  or  two  paragraphs  is  to  be 
explained  by  the  hypothesis  of  interpolations ;  so,  e.g.,  3*''*  (the 
essay  of  an  Alexandrian  scribe^  von  Soden),  4'''*  (Jacoby,  JVT 
Eihik,  pp.  i7of.),  s'-*  (Jacoby  and  Ocsterlcy),  or  4"-5*  (von 
Soden),  the  latter  passages  being  possibly  Jewish  fragments. 
The  difference  in  siie  between  Hcimas  and  Jas.,  however,  b 
against  the  hypothesis  that  the  latter,  like  the  former,  arose 
by  a  process  of  gradual  accretion.  It  is  a  homily  or  tract  in 
epistolary  form  (ci>.  Ocissmann,  Bi/ile  Studies,  pp.  si-53)i 
though,  like  Hebrews,  it  may  Itave  originally  sprung  from  spoken 
addresses.  Thus,  e.g..  l-'cinc  regards  it  as  the  transcript  of  a 
homily  delivered  by  James  before  the  church  at  Jerusalem ; 
while  Bvth,  following  a  him  of  Luthei,*  refers  it  to  »ome 
hearer  who  had  taken  notes  of  James's  preaching.  But,  to 
any  case,  neither  the  Jewish  nor  the  Gentile  Christians  U  rg 
Siao-TTopf  (■')  were  organised  so  closely  as  to  render  the 
circulation  of  such  a  manifesto  practicable,  and  there  is  no  trace 
of  any  concrete  relation  between  the  writer  and  his  readers. 

Ones  or  twice  llie  tn(  i^n&am  mtKum  fxi/wlar,  i^.  (a)  in  the  otecwrc 
puMee  1"''  (cp.  P.  Mchlliom  in  /*.!/.,  1900.  191-194,  uii!  G.  Kai«,  Md, 
pp.  lS9-i6o),  where  I'fleidcro  (£/n-.  ii.  547)  ind  Bojjon  read  «#  f^>«  ^tri, 
lil^wlarar  tx"  Itlitt  ciidei  Corbciciisit)  t — wliich  is  unconiiocing,  tincc 
(Xk  „  Q,g  fgp\j  f^  t),;  genuine  Christian  lo  i'^  (k>,  recently,  J.  H.  Ropas. 

*  In  hii  Tiifirrdm  (ijuDtcd  by  Kawenu,  p.  j6S) :  "  Ich  hall,  daw  ale 
irgendein  Jade  i^macht  hab,  irelcheT  wul  hit  hiiren  von  Chriito  Uuten  atiei 
uicht  iu«irnRienKh|ji£rn." 

t  On  ihc  genenl  proUem  ttl  the  Vulgate  te>t  of  Ja*.,  cp.  Bcltn'i  eaiay  In 
TV'i  )9oS,  339- JJ9 ;  and,  fur  othtr  «mendaUon»  of  lUi  particslar  passage, 
E.  V.  llinckj  \aJ8L.,  1^9.  pp.  19^101. 
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Erf.''  T.  S47-55^V  I')  In  Ihe  K|ualt]F  difficult  <(p.  Broiloii  In  RTQR., 
1896,  4J3-436.  "nd  Poll,  !■/.  til.  pp.  3J9-3SS)  ptt«>8«-  «'■  "here  E.  Parcl 
(i'A".,  1907,  Ij«f.)  takci  »^i  (  =  ¥ipl)  ^im  wilh  whal  prprtiJc»,  rtiroflrf 
(!'■  ^tnii)  Lq^Ding  the  quoUIion  Biu)  (in  «'  bring  [he  Kiipluie  befuic  llie 
vriter'a  miml  Irefming  10  Kain,  ai  in  t  Jn  j'^").  Kiiri  (i'A',  1904,  117  f. 
■ad  593-604)  and  Koennechr  {pp.  15  f.)  read  (rir]  ftj*  fot  ^dvo',  while 
Baljoti  would  omit  r^  ^Sk'tr  ,  .  .  M  Xlyit  at  a  b'™*  [Hotiineer  and 
SthuUhm  oniil  iiflfora  .  .  .  xipi'.  the  laCter  coDJecCuring  that  pdfvn  wu 
o(if;ltuiII)r  a  marginal  oommenl  it  llie  end  n(  the  tetfe,  m  If  fi.  4  rail 
rri^Q^ni).  which  bat  least  betia  than  tcgardin£  the  woidtun  jMrenthcili. 
One  01  two  minor  MggtMlon*  of  Inn^iptiMiiun  have  been  made ;  t^, 
llMt  3*  originally  *  oune  aftc*  3*,  or  4"  aflet  1"  (1*"),  or  if^avpiran  ir 
trx*"**  ^f>u  <5*>  af^r  5'  (Komnecke),  ax,  t^.,  Pirtt  /liofi  i.  15  should 
ptotaUjr  Minr"  I.  11.  The  patngr  4"'"  {tec  above]  seemi  miiplaced  i  a 
much  better  oonncclion  with  whil  precede*  ax  well  ai  with  what  follow)  b 
pined  if  the  paragraph  11  restored  to  iti  original  podlion  belwcco  3"  and 
2" ;  ep,  a"*"  with  4"",  and  4"  Allowed  l.y  t'"-. 

The  ordinal]'  inlcrpretalion  of  ri  r/Xot  tvptov  in  j"  a*  (he  final  outocone 
or  piupoK  of  the  divine  discipline  leetni  adei^uaie  to  Ihe  conteiL.  But  (after 
Augtoilnc,  Btda,  Wcutcin,  and  othciil  it  it  referred  to  '  enitiii  Domini.' 
in  >pile  of  (he  adjoinine  OT  elamplct,  by  Boii  l^iA'.,  tS86,  365-366) 
who  puts  H)r  .  .  .  iOrtt  in  bracketx  and  take)  tri  with  M^a^fW'i  ai 
wdlMby  Bitclioff  (^A'lf .,  1906,  174-379I1  who  ptopoac*  to  put  [)»... 
braiutrorrti  after  tllrrt :  while  Kocnneckc  (pp.  17-18)  again  rqjirda  tvftou 
not  WB^mVfiwr  inirftfrti,  but  as  a  primitive  corruption  of  a^aO  (>.t.  Job). 
The  tu^if  ions  cau  on  5"  by  KUhl  (/!«  SltUtiat  lUl  JuMmbrit/i,  pf,  73  f.  J 
ate  due  to  his  s/r/on  views  of  the  law  In  Jai.  See  the  note  of  Schultheu 
(Pl  ito:  "  BahidliuB  censeU  quK  v*.  14-16  lecanlut,  ab  illit  netbia 
iXA^iawTti  airrbt  uiique  ad  hie  IrtiM  iaSijTt  manu*  hawl  nlmium  rrliponr 
■ddilamenium  oae  ;  atque  sine  utlo  icnientiaraiD  detrimento  abe»e  poue 
.1  Hutlingerut,  cum  qux  ante  e(  post  leguntut,  ublitcralii  hit  ueibli 
•pl*  oohaeitant.  .  .  .  Ilaud  sudicit  ad  eiimcn  intniinlHllonit  ai  quid  )*lua 
*ip«#)lf  oiitkinis  piacieimiiii  possi").  jiKoliy  (A'T*  Eiiii,  isjf-.  >93f.) 
aacriba  J**  [p.  174}  (0  a  radactot  who  added  yrSiiMi  like  those  of  1'"-*  and 


arc  lib 

^diu 
fadka 


I 


$  J.  SitiafiDti. — The  author  is  a  Christian  &$a<riraAot  (com- 
pare and  contrast  j'-*  with  He  5"),  trained  in  Hellenistic 
Jtidainn.  who  is  kc«nty  alive  to  the  laxity  of  the  moral  xilttation 
within  the  chiuch,  and  who  seldom  allows  his  readers  to  go  far 
Erom    the   agenda   of   the   failh,   rqnidiaitng,  with   the   vivid 

*  Schwiihen  quaintly  eonfenn :  "  ut  Ikteai  quod  rei  est,  admodum  tut«at 
v.*  qri  saluo  mntexto  alirue  pouci,  pro  Inlerpnlnio  puure.  Knm  cuius 
Mnnip  Drnm  mendici  perlidia  in  ciuiutem  iirm  regemquc  pidbaluc,  nwll 
cwnpU  est  populo  Christi.  Hinc  facile  colligi  posaei,  inlidelibus  6drin 
nntlam  habcndam  raae.  Celeniin  apoatolU  iKnoacendum,  ti  quando 
daeinitatwit"  (pp.  11^130). 
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rhetoric  of  the  S..iT,)i^t;,  3  Cliristianity  of  ihe  hrad  or  of  the 
tongue.  Of  him  it  might  lie  satJ,  in  tlie  wonlK  of  a  modeni 
novelist  (G.  W.  Cable  in  Dr.  Sevier,  p^  7),  that  "  his  inner  bean 
was  all  of  flesh ;  but  hii  demands  for  the  rectitude  of  mankind 
pointed  out  tike  the  muules  of  cannon  through  the  eiiibrasura 
of  his  rirtucs."  In  one  hundred  and  eight  verses,  fifty-four 
imperatives  have  been  counted;  they  lie  side  by  side  with 
passages  of  dc«p  sympathy,  but  of  praise  there  is  not  a  syllable. 
He  has  been  dubbed  the  Jeremiah  of  ihc  NT,  though  his  affinities 
are  rather  with  the  pungent  and  stubborn  realbm  of  a  prophet 
like  Amos.  His  sympathies  clung  to  an  Essene-like  character 
which  again  resembles  the  simplicity  and  winsomencss  of  Francis 
the  great  PavenUa  (cp.  von  DobschiitE,  T(/.  xL  1.  pp.  1 10  f.). 

The  adrtra* Iv ti*  nvi/rt  Iriia  t/lAtiti!pf rtitn  It')  dcorAct.itotCtuiMiAM 
of  Jewish  bitlh,  but  Chrijtcciiloin  in  general  conccii^ed  under  the  OKQiDcniol 
■ymbol  of  ancient  [•net  (q>.  Gal  6",  Kcv  7*^  *i"P(  it  Is  ptotaMy  <m 
abbtcvklcd  lann  of  I  P  i>.  The  term  for  their  eccleuulic*]  otpnlMdMi  it 
imti^tt  (s") :  Ihe  phmix  tti  awayuy>f  tiiir{3')  mnni  inl^/mrgattfringm 
■wir/Ki)f  [qx.  He  lo";  Icn&l.  aJ  /Wjit.  4'  wviit6Tipijrtvnyitynlyu4ftiifri 
Theoph.  *J  Amfflyt.  t"  HSmtt'  6  0<tt  ry  loffiv  .  .  .  rit  #i*«iiw>li, 
XtyofUrat  ti  /(JcXifflsf  d7lai.  cic. ),  not  a  lilcrsi  B)'n>(;ogue  in  which  • 
miiority  of  Jewiih  Chriilunt  had  abuiinnl  Ailmlnltlml>e  kulhorlly,* 
Abtaham  b  the  fiiher  of  ihnc  Chriitiani  (1",  cp.  Ilebren-i,  riul,  and  Ocm. 
Rom.],  and  Chiixliinlly  isdeKribrd  u  Iht  ptrful  tav  «f /rttdfm  {\*\,  which 
ntcani  noi  ihe  7iv»4  but  the  XA701  on  levelatiim  of  God  Id  Joku  Chrba 
u  the  nucent  ealbalidsm  of  [he  later  church  viewed  it  (cp.  Bam  S*  1  (at>h 
rijtai  roB  nvfni'  ^^i-'Iijooi  XjhitoO  dfiv  (V>oC  Joi'Uai;  Juntin'i  t>iit!.  I  J*  i 
etc).  Inttcad  of  the  (icedom  froTn  law.  which  Pjiul  taught,  and  at  which 
Ihi*  writer  looked  askance  in   the   populu   I'uuliniim  of  hia  oirn  day,  he 

*  For  luch  an  idea  there  it  no  eviilence,  and  iKe  prolwliiliiiei.  even  iliirin|> 
the  Hvenili  ilrcnde  uf  the  I'iri-t  cenluiy,  are  !>triint(I)'  Hijuina  IL  Zivaywyi) 
wuatenn  taken  o^er  fiom  Gicek  warihip  (-uinual  eiiheiinffiafreligwm* 
culU)  as  an  ojuivalenl  af/uXvvfa  (fp,  Heinrici  in  Zit'T.,  1S74,  p^k  5>j(.. 
anil  Hamack  on  the  paiallcl  pouiige  in  Hcinuu,  Maiti,  u.  9),  tbough 
Ihe  Ehionilei  were  altniKt  alone  io  preferring  it  to  the  latter  term  ( [^iph. 
aai.  18).  The  alitcnce  of  trlaninm  in  5"  (t  no  pr.iof  of  a  wrjr 
pitmitive  period.  Here  and  there  churche*  exiited,  long  after  the  finl 
ccntUT]'.  which  had  no  olGcials  rave  rpiffffinpti  and  iiiiai«\«t.  Diunysiut 
of  Aleuiidiia,  t.g.  (Eut,  //.  £.  iriL  14.  6),  rcfcra  to  vill«ee-churcha  In 
EjQrpI  ai  late  u  the  middle  of  the  third  century  which  were  Ihui  otgaaiKd. 
The  ep.  d  Jamc«  In  all  likelihood  oflglruited  In  tome  conununhj  of  tfab 
primitive  or  rather  archaic  oidcr,  off  the  mun  line  of  the  fcncnl  OiriMiMi 
development.  The  ilownen  of  iti  recognition  and  circulation  aa  an 
Kcameoical  hnniity  ma  due  10  lit  original  mHiiu  In  a  ooinpanUivcly  obaciuc 
(Naarcnc })  circle. 
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lima  ■  Uw  of  fieerlcmi— ihe  cormling  motive  being  much  llie  mbm  u 
llM  of  a  pump  liVe  ■  Tl  i**-.  Tlictr  it  no  rcfemice  in  the  cpiitle  vhkh 
necetnrily  invd*c*  the  Jewish  Chiiitinn  chancier  of  the  ttaclFiii— not  even 
J**,  w)ucli  a  nun  apt  u  the  delinili<'n  of  a  raonutheiain  which  would 
dbdncDlih  s  Ccnllle  ChriilUn't  (aiih  rcom  hii  |MCUI  poljrthcUm.  Pacui 
oulmlen  did  occiuian«IIy  otleod  the  worshi|)  oC  the  (ai1y  Chriiliani  (cp.  a"- 
with  I  Co  14'*^),  h»l,  in  face  of  ihe  Oiiltlmn  ■'Imiinitiont  tn  1'°*'  |cp. 
I  Co  6'''),  il  ii  not  nccoBary  lo  »uppo»c  thai  Ihe  rich  petsoni  of  i*  4"''  j'-* 
woe  Jcwi.  much  leu  paganii  The  facial  ditiiiuns  of  Jrwish  an4  GeniUe 
QuiMiuu  teallf  do  not  ciIki  for  ihii  Kriirr  any  moK  than  for  Ihe  imii/rad 
MAwiMt ;  hi*  hofuoit  u  cecumenical  Chii«endoin,  and  his  period  a  tine  when 
Ihc  older  panirs  had  bccntne  fuatd. 

I'hc  writer  has  cither  misapprehcn<3ed  Paulinism  or  he  i> 
correcting  K  popular  abuse  (tn  Gentile  Christian  circle*?  SJeflert) 
of  Paul's  teaching  upon  kith,  which  hsd  laid  exuggetated  stress 
on  faith  as  the  supreme  and  sole  basis  of  genuine  religion,  until 
a  cvrUin  indifference  to  morality  had  sprung  up,  accompanied  by 
a  false  view  of  faith  itself,  as  if  it  were  equivalent  to  a  formal  act 
of  assent  to  this  or  that  article  of  belief.  So  far  ai  the  Christian 
(waxis  of  religion  is  concerned,  James  and  Paul  are  at  one,* 
but  cadt  lays  the  emphasis  on  different  syllables.  The  in'aTic  of 
Ja  3  "'"  is  an  acceptance  of  the  divine  vdfiot  as  an  itnptilse  and 
standard  of  moral  conduct;  the  caricature  of  it,  which  he 
denounces,  is  a  belief  which  is  divorced  from  good  behaviour. 
PaiJ  could  never  have  used  the  term  dtad  faith  (3*')>t  although 
he  had  often  in  mind  the  same  ethical  fruitlcssness  which  roused 
the  indignation  of  James.  Furihcrmorc,  what  James  calls  Jlpya, 
Paul  described  asfmiu  of  Ihe  Spirit  (Gal  5") ;  to  Paul  «Vyo  are 
ifrja  ro/iov,  and  over  against  them  he  sets  nivnt.  The  idea  that 
a  man  was  justified  by  works  and  faith  combined  (Ja  >**)  is 
contrary  lo  the  genius  of  Paul's  religion,  and  thus,  although  both 
James  and  he  agree  in  their  deound  for  an  ethical  faith,  the 
deinarMl  is  based  upon  dtlTcrent  conceptions  of  what  faith  means, 

*  Hodem  buoioniiing  ditcuuiDns  have  tcldoin  ailvunced  fat  beyond 
AagmliD^* explanation, (Mi|-ne,xL  pp.  87 1,  aii)i  "nan  lunl  nbiconlrarlK 
dmnim  ■poiiolorum  tcntcnliuE  Paull  et  Jacohi,  cum  dicil  unuk.  juitificari 
bomKiem  per  lidcai  one  operibui,  et  alius  dicil,  inancm  esw  fidcni  kino 
operiboi :  qaia  ille  dicil  dc  opctibus,  qui*  (icjeni  praxedunl,  i«e  de  iia,  qun 
Adem  M«)uuii(ut :  ticut  etiam  IpM  Paulut  multlk  locli  oiiicndil."     t'Jr  the 

■    kiitory  of  ofiimaa,   tec  Banmann,    ppL   aC  1    Reuai, /AT.    |  t43,  and 
HoknMnn,  KTTk.  n.  Jiff, 
t  I Jalher'i  indignant  commenc  on  thb  veneit  :  "Ei  Maria,  Gotim  Mutter, 
wic  cine  arme  ilmilitudo  iu  du  t    Confctt  liilcni  curpi  ti,  cum  poijui  anlttia 

t Brands." 
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That  the  controversy  presupposes  the  Pauline  propaganda  a 
beyond  all  reasonable  doubt.  There  is  not  evidence  to  tho« 
that  pre-Christian  Judaism  knew  this  problem  o(  a  contrait 
between  faith  and  works  in  relation  (o  ju&ltficatioii,  or  that 
even  pre-Paulinc  Chrislianity  had  any  consciousness  of  such  a 
difficulty.    The  stamp  of  Paul  is  on  a  phrase  like  &«<uoCrai  t» 

»iVt«Ii«. 

§  4.  Ziffrary  eonntctions. — While  no  Ulcrary  connection 
between  Jas.  and  cither  Hebrews  or  the  Apocalyjse  is  demon- 
strable, the  dependence  of  the  epistle  upon  not  only  1  P.  (sec 
above,  Pl  338)  but  some  of  Paul's  epistles  (especially  Romans, 
*X  i»-*  =  Ros»->,  i'>^R0  4»  in  =  Ro  2",  i>'-Roi=»  !«-. 
Ro4"-.  a"=R0  3",4'  =  Ro7«',  4*'  =  Roa%4"  =  Roa';  also 
i»=iCo3".Gal6»,  3»=i  Co  i»'.3'»=i  Co  a",  a^«  =  Gal  5", 
Ro  i3">,  a"'>  =  Gal  5*.  4"  =  Gal  5"),  is  plain.  It  would  be 
gratuitous  scepticism,  in  view  of  the  polemic  in  a'"-,  to  doubt 
that  Jaa.  draws  u|>on  the  conceptions  which  Paul  tiad  already 
minted  for  the  primitive  church.*  On  the  other  hand,  the 
Tcsemblanccs  between  Jas.  and  Ephesians  if^.  1^— Eph  4^ 
ji"-  m  Epli  5'*  6")  are  indecisive. 

The  reninkcencei  of  [he  syiiopiie  tndlilon  tniJICMe  «  ptedileciloa  Ix 
Ibeir  MjitlhiMn  farm  (»./i  l"-"^!*)!?".  3''  =  Mt  5'.  5"  =  Mts»»*').  .Itliwigfc 
no  eviilmcc  far  [he  lilersiy  use  of  any  caaontcal  gcnpel  il  avaUatilc,  ttOi 
«v«D  for  Luke,  with  whoK  G>M))el  there  lie  several  pattlteli  (cp.  Feine. 
tbtiVarhliHiH.  Ufbir/iifirung.  pp.  ip-lJ3t. 'X  '"  ''  =  1-1:  ll».  l'=Ut  II", 

I«"s=Lk  6*-,  a'=6-,  a"^  .ml  j'"-  *i(h  Lk  3"  ii»  snd  \(P,  3'=LU  i»». 
4'  =  Lk  iS",  4'»-'»=Lk  ii"",  4"=Lk  12".  s'=fi*^,  tfid  s"=Lk  4" 
There  il  [he  ttmc  (usion  of  Wivjam'ideu  cith  ilic  tikdilion  icd  fixBUIioA 
«f  the  evincelk'  ]r>giii,  anil  ihi  wmr  atiiluclo  t  lowaidi  wnllh  which  hu  hd 
many  wfiieri  lo  ucribe  a  ton  of  Ebionink  lympalhy  to  Lxike  (cp.  SBi.  B. 
1841).  ThU  neighbourhood  to  the  Lucao  wrilinsi  «i1l  fuithei  expUin  the 
appucnt  coinriileticct  I  between  Ju  and  the  itpcceh  and  puionl  letlei  ti 
Ae  ij'"*.  Xal/Hit  U  the  cnniinon  epluoluy  Mluialion  (ui«d  by  Lk.  ta 
Ac  >]*) :  ndiher  it  nor  (he  equally  natural  dMAran  Ui\tal  itor  poliMs  to 
■njciunictcTiWicur  the  speaker  <u  wrl(cr.  The  alieinailve  11  lo  um  lbc«e 
data  as  proof  of  (he  JicoLean  auiliarUiip,  or  [o  conjectnte  that  (he  paeudo^y- 
iDoiu  author  of  the  homily  drew  upon  the  Lucan  tnditjon  «r  hia  prwotype. 

*  See,  eipedatly,  Zimmet's  mm/  ;  Schwegler,  MZ.  L  430-438 ;  Rtmt, 
WcilTentiach,  and  von  Soden. 

t  The  ireaimcnt  of  money  and  its  petili,  at  labour  anil  ll*  lichtl,  «l 
nrtarinc,  and  so  forth,  ii  occaaianally  parallel  to  Ew«nlim  (cp.  pp.  170  f.  of 
HasHbiMu's  «May,  cited  below]. 

t  Notieed,  over  •  century  ago,  by  M.  Weber  in  in  enay  Dt  *fUI.  JaiM 
fum  tfiil.  It  trot.  ttuiJfM  Aitii  uurnea  inUitrr  itmfaranda  {tj^^ 
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The  data  provided  by  Clem.  Rom.  hardl;r  teem  to  warrant 
the  conclusion  (held,  f.g.,  by  Ililgenfcld,  Spitla,  I'arry  :  pp.  73-74  ; 
Mayor,  and  Zahn)  that  Jaa.  was  bcrorc  (he  miitd  o(  that  wrtltrr. 
The  citations  in  »3'(-Ja  i*'-)  and  jo*  (-Ja  4')  probably  go 
back  to  a  common  source  in  each  case  (see  above,  p.  3a). 
Clement  does  combine  faith  and  woilcs  ((.g.  in  11  and  31),  but 
(here  is  no  clear  indication  that  he  was  balancing  or  reconcil- 
inK(so  Mayoir  and  Meinerlx)  Paul  and  James—to  ihc  htlcr  of 
whom  he  never  alludes ;  ihc  allusions  to  Rahab,  Abraham,  and 
Job  were  oommonplaocs  of  Jewish  and  Christian  thought  (cp. 
Hebrews) ;  and  the  few  vertMl  parallels,  which  are  seldom  very 
dose,  are  probably  coincidences  (4" -Clem.  Rom.  11';  4'  — 
Clem.  Rom.  46*,  cp.  Plato's  Piad.  66  C;  j^-Clem.  Rom.  38», 
cpt  Sir  3"**;  i""=Clem.  Rom.  13')  due  to  community  of 
atmosphere,  rather  than  to  borrowing  on  the  part  of  Clement  or 
of  James  (HolWmann),* 

The  case  for  dependence  becomes  clearer  in  Hermas.  Some 
of  the  parallels  here  again  may  be  accounted  for  by  the 
UK  of  a  common  source  like  £/<iaJ  and  Afodad  {see  above, 
p.  31),  or  the  OT.  but  others  arc  faldy  unambiguous;  e^.  the 
repeated  collocations  of  the  divine  trvtvim  with  nar^Kriv  (4*° 
ManJ.  iii.  1,  Sim.  v.  6.  5-7,  cp.  AfanJ.  v.  2.  5-7),  of  St^;^a  with 
prayers  {i^  —  Mand.  ix.  passim),  of  bridling  (xaXtpayuyttv)  and 
ttmiog  (3*- *■ '  =  Aftiini  xii,  i.  i-»);  A^  =  A/iind.  xii.  a.  4,  4.  7,  j. 
1 1  4'  •=•  yit.  m.  1.  2,  and  a  number  of  minor  ret«mblances  like 
ihoaeof  I'-jl/aW.  V.  ».  7;  i'+5"«A**».  iL  5;  s'  +  5*  =  5(«.  viii. 
6.  4;  3*  =  Sim.  ix.  16.  7,  AfaitJ.  ii.  2.  3;  3}*(0^  =  Afamd.  ix.  11  j 
;'■*=  fi>.  iiu  9,  4-6.  etc  These  data  (deployed  by  Spitta,<y».rf/. 
38a  f. ;  Zahn,  //irt  d.  Htrnutt,  396-409 ;  Dr.  C.  Taylor  in  Journ, 
9f  Philology,  xriii.  397  f.,  and  Dr.  J.  Drummond  m  NTA.  108- 
113)  seem  to  indicate  not  simply  a  common  atmosphere,  much 
less  the  dependence  of  Jas.  on  Hermas  (Pfleidcrcr),  but  a  strong 
probability  that  Jas.,  like  the  Tabula  of  Cebes,  was  known  to 
the  latter  author.  In  this  event,  Hermas  furnishes  a  Itrmimtt  ad 
fMm  for  the  composition  of  James.  But  its  circulation  must 
have  been  limited,  possibly  to  Syrbn  or  Palestinian  circles  of 
the  cfaurcb,  since  ii  is  not  until  the  literature  of  the  third 
century  that  any  definite  allusion  occurs  to  the  existence  of  this 
writing,  and  even  then  the  first  mention  of  it  (by  Origen)  shows 

*  FW.  BKon  \JBL.,  1900,  ta-ax,  on  "the  doctrine  of  liiih  b  Il«b««w*, 
Jaa,  and  Cleacflt  of  Rome")  arrange*  the  docvmenu  in  (lul  order. 
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thai  much  besitalton  was  Telt  stioui  its  nf!ti\  to  a  place  in  Uu 
spQStolic  canon.  The  great  Alexandrian  scholar  onoc  nfen  to 
it  as  ^  ifiipafuvtt  'Iokiu/Jdu  JiriiTTciAi)  (In  Joann.  tom.  tax.  6),  tnd 
(on  Ml  13''^-*')  clsewhi-TC  fails  to  mcniion  Jam«s  as  its  suthoc 
even  when  he  speaks  of  Judas  u  the  author  oF  the  epistle  or 
Judaa.  Rusebius  also  classes  it  {'the  epistte  circulating  undo 
ihc  name  of  James')  among  the  disputed  books  which  we« 
(amiliar  to  most  Christians  {H.  E,  iii.  33),  and  adds,  after 
mentioning  the  martyrdom  of  James,  that  "  the  first  of  tlte  so- 
called  catholic  •:piGtles  ii  said  to  be  his.  But  I  must  obscne 
that  it  is  considered  spurious.  Certainly  not  man/  writers  of 
antiquity  have  mentioned  either  it  or  the  epistle  of  Judaa,  winch 
is  also  one  of  the  seven  so-called  catholic  epistles.  Still  we 
know  that  these  have  been  used  in  public  along  with  the  rest  of 
the  scriptures  in  most  churches  "  (//.  £.  ii.  13).  Some  deemed 
it  pseudonymous  (see  below).  Indeed,  the  external  evidence  is 
strongly  adverse;  not  until  the  end  of  the  fourth  century  did 
the  homily  succeed  in  gaining  the  official  sanction  of  the  canoa 
This  hesitation  may  have  been  due,  in  pan,  to  an  urKertaimy 
about  the  apostolic  rank  of  James,  or  to  the  comparatively 
obscure  origin  of  the  writing;  but  it  is  more  intelligible  upon 
the  hy|K>tliesis  tliat  Jaa.  was  of  late  origin,  than  on  thir  view  ttat 
it  was  a  product  of  the  primitive  church,  prior  to  A.D.  70. 

§  5,  Da/e. — The  hypothesis  of  Jas.  as  a  pre-PauIine  doaiment^ 
thep'oduct  ofa  Christianity  whose  theology  was  still  undeveloped, 
has  been  widely  advocated,  f.g.  by  Neandcr,  Theilc,  Bunsei^ 
Rilschl,  Hofmann,  Schegg,  Mangold,  Lechler,  Erdmann,  Alfont 
Kasseti,  Huthcr,  Weiss  {/JV'f.  ii.  loo-isS),  Bcyschlag,  Blano- 
Mil&nnd  {Atudt  itir  Porigint  el  It  divtSofptment  dt  la  Thiol. 
Af>oitoli<iut,  1884,  pp.  36-57),  Salmon  {/NT.  448-468),  Cart, 
Gibson,  V.  H.  Kriiger  {Rn-ut  Chrii.,  1887,  605  f.,  686f.), 
Meyriclc  (Smith's  DB.'*  1520-1511),  Barilet  {AA.  117-350), 
Adency  {/NT.  434  f.X  Stevens  {NTTk.  «49-35a),  Patrick. 
Mayor,  Zahn.  Belscr,  and  Meinertx.  The  utieni  objections  to 
this  hypothesis  arc  as  follow :  (n)  The  total  absence  of  anjr 
early  tndition,  even  in  Jewish  Christian  circles,  which  aswciatcf 
James  with  the  composition  of  an  epistle  tike  this,  or  indeed  o( 
any  epistle.  Had  the  revered  head  of  the  Jerusalem  church 
vmttcn  such  a  manifesto^  it  ui  extremely  difHctilt  to  understand 
its  comjMrative  oblivion  for  two  centuries.  (6)  While  it  would 
be  naively  uncritical  to  assume  that  the  vices  denounced  by  Um 


I 


THE  EPISTLE  OK  JAMES 


469 


botnily  most  hive  ukcn  nearly  a  century  to  develop  in  earijr 
Christ  ianil<r,  on  the  other  hand  ihej  are  not  spcciftcally  Jewish. 
Their  toil  is  human  nature,  not  Jewish,  (c)  While  the  range  of 
education  open  to  Galileans  is  not  to  be  underrated — Jesus  him- 
wir  may  have  known  some  of  the  Wisdom  wrilingi  (see  above, 
p.  <6), — it  is  hardly  conceivable  that  a  man  tike  James  should 
poetess  the  wide  culture,  the  acquaintance  with  classical  as  well 
as  Jewish  writings  (LXX.,  not  Hebrew),  the  rhetorical  and 
idiomatic  Greek  style,*  and  the  power  of  literary  expression 
and  alluuon  which  characterise  this  wniln^.  (if)  The  entire 
absence  of  allusions  to  the  proofs  of  the  resurrection  (after  t  Co 
15^)  and  the  messianic  claims  of  Jesus,  even  where  (e.g.  at  a**'- 
4'*  5'*'-)  they  would  have  been  to  the  point.  To  suppose  thai 
these  could  be  taken  for  granted  at  this  period  of  Christianity, 
especialty  among  Jews  or  Jeni^ih  Christians  of  the  diaspora,  is 
to  violate  historical  probabilities  even  more  seriously  than  to 
porit  sudi  an  attitude  to  the  moral  and  ceremonial  Law  on  the 
of  the  rigid  James  t  prior  to  Paul's  propaganda. 
A  final  difficulty  (<r),  that  the  epistle  presupposes  a  knowledge 
of  the  Pauline  gospel  and  i:pisiles,  is  obviated  by  the  hy|>oihesis 
which  would  relegate  the  composition  of  the  epistle  to  the 
seventh  decade,  though  still  adhering  to  the  authorship  of  James. 
This  view,  which  was  formerly  held  by  Mill  {ProUf^omtKo,  p.  7) 
and  Hog,  is  championed  by  Schd.rer  {Eini.  304  f).  Trenkle 
(Einl.  iiof.),  Scholten,  Comely,  Weiffenbach,  Bleek,  Farrar 
(EdHy  Dayt  af  Ciristianily,  309-311),  Sabatier,  Hort  (/C  148), 
Fdten,  Jac»b]r  {NT  Ethii,  aoof,),  T.  A.  Gumcy  {ET.  xiv. 
jaof.).  Parry  (a.d.  61,  or  a  few  yean  later),  Baitmann,  and 
Barth,  mainly  on  the  ground  that  the  roalter«r-&ct  and  even 
cursory  tone  in  which  the  Christian  principles  are  mentioned 
shows  that  "these  have  been  thoroughly  assimilated  by  the 
mittds  and  consciences  both  of  the  writer  and  of  his  readers. 
We  are  at  a  late  stage  rather  than  an  early  stage  in  the  de\'elop- 
ment  of  the  Christian  consdcnce,  social  and  individual "  (Pany, 


_^to  V 


*  Some,  t^.  Sabatier  (pp.  t  J>  f.l,  %A  over  Ihii  bjr  gugcBiing  that  be  lued 
■  tteivluyi  IkiI  ihcn  it  no  hiniof  tIminihctpUlle,  and  ihe  fa nhw  difficulty 
of  Uw  njc  cullute  mndni. 

t  It  b  luiully  auumcd  ihM  Jameiuf  Jnunleni  wu  (he  aulhoi,  not  June* 
the  l>n>th«tor  John  (Ac  la*).  The  Unjiiiun  nf  the  chuich  hat  nevrf  tmn 
()ulu  uaaninou* on  the  rchuionihip  beiwccn  Ikcocs  the  braihci  of  Jciuiand 
I  JaoMS  tbe  Ma  of  Alphom*. 


^L  JaoMs  tbeM< 
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op.  at.  p.  31).  On  th»  new  the  epistle  might  be  written  b; 
lames  (o  Paul's  Jewish  Christian  contxrts  in  Syiia  sim)  Ctlkit 
(Gal  i";  %o,t.}^-,  Kuh!  and  Hoennicke) ;  but  a  more  plsunble 
form  of  this  hypothesis  would  be  that  of  Renan  (iv.  ch.  \\\\ 
who  regards  the  homily  as  an  anii-PauUne  manifesto,  mth 
invectives  againit  the  rich  and  overbearing  Sadducco  of 
Jerusalem.  In  favour  of  this  dale  it  may  be  urged  that  James, 
as  represented  ewn  in  Acts,  stood  for  an  attitude  of  Jewish 
Chrikiian  aloofness  towards  Paul,  while  in  Gal  a**  Paul  himself 
distinctly  conveys  the  imprcuion  that  the  intruders  from 
Jerusalem  were  emissaries  of  James  {mm  iiri  'laxifiow)  who 
claimed  his  authority  for  scting  on  behalf  of  rif^orous  Jewish 
Christians.  Unlc«s,  however,  wc  assume  a  modification  of 
James'  position,  under  the  influence  of  Paul,*  or  attribute  to 
him  a  fairly  Uberal  view  of  the  situation,  the  seventh-decade  date 
presents  more  psychological  and  historical  diRicuIticB  than  even 
the  earlier  date. 

Several  of  ih«  objectioiu,  moreover,  which  ti«  valid  apmit  ihe  latter  («,  I, 
(,  and  in  psil  ^,  Mill  oprta(«  aj^nn  lliii  hjrpnthnis.  and  (he  addkiond 
diawback  eme[|[ea,  thai  no  reference  occuii  to  quallont  like  circunciiioa  aad 
Ihc  general  problem  of  (he  Law,  which  were  oiganic  10  the  eentro*«r()r 
)ie(w««n  Paul  and  Jame*  «vn  Ihe  rcUlioni  of  Jcwiib  and  Gentite  QiiiilUna, 
It  U  (uch  canuiicniljotut  which  have  tum>e*teJ  a  later  ptciod  I'm  ihr  coiapoai> 
tioQ  of  ihii  poiioral.  "  Noui  ne  lerooi  done  pa*  f  tonnei  de  vou  la  criiiqw 
ceMemginiamQ  penchrt  dc  plus  en  plu*  vert  I'npinion  (jue  cHie  ^trc  de 
Jaoquetdatc  du  iccond  Ig^  ct  a  Jlt  en  partic  forlte  pout  tia^t  rrmtrc  nne 
lendanoc,  pcul-ftte  mal  apptM^,  hqutlle  elle-Ri^mr  n'lppactciuii  pai  aui 
4AtMtsdarenMl][nriiient*p^tulU)u«"(Keut*,  Im  /film  laJMifnti,  p.  tl}V 

A  later  date,  prior  to  the  end  of  the  firM  century,  is  advo- 
CBted  generally  by  Hilgenfeld  (£/«/.  S37-S4').  Kloppcr,  S. 
Dawdson  (doubtfullyX  McGilTert  {AA.  579-585),  J.  Rdville  (Im 
orighus  dt  CtfUcopat,  pp.  330  f.),  A.  H.  Blom  ('de  aditergrond 
van  den  Jakobusbrief,"  TT..  1881,  439-449).  Bacon  (INT.  158- 
165),  von  Sodcn  (doubtfully),  and  Rovers  {.Einl.  93).  A  dale 
t.  A.D.  ISO  is  favoured  by  Knopf  (NZ.  34-35)^  while  others 
(rf^.  Baur,  Chitrth  fiislory,  Eng,  tr,  i.  128-130;  Schwcgler,  jVZ. 
i.  413  f.,  441  f.,  and  Volkmar,  ZWT.,  1861,  p.  417)  fix  generally 

*So, «.;.,  Gould  \NTTK  loaf.),  who  note*  thaf'tbe  mind  of  Christ, 
but  MK  his  pntsonal  iptll,  u  txhihltod  here  In  maa;  ««seMiaJ  matten."  Vet 
II  lajiul  this  pctsonal  Imprenlon  which  we  would  eipecf  in  Junes,  whathM 
he  was  the  too  of  Alphxos  (Mcinctu)  or  the  mq  of  Joteph  and  Marj, 
l«an  ai  much  at  in  Trter  (lee  above,  p.  JJ4). 
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on  the  period  of  the  putoral  epistles  or  on  that  of  Hernias 
(fc^.  HolUnunn  and  Pfleidercr's  Un.  ii.  539-553,  regarding  Jas. 
ts  a  protcii  against  the  secularising  tendencies  of  contemporary 
Christianity),*  Bruckner  {Chrvi.  60  t.,  387  f.)  assigns  it  to  a 
coDventkle  of  Jewish  Christian  Esscnism,  during  the  reign  of 
Hadrian;  JiiIicher(£taA  §  t6),  like  Ustcri  (5A',  i8«9,  311-156) 
and  Grafe,  tliinks  of  tbe  period  a.d.  115-150;  Peake  (/JVT. 
87)  assigns  'a  date  comparatively  early  in  the  second  century,' 
owing  to  the  lack  of  any  anti-gnostic  references ;  N.  Schmidt 
{Prvphel  of  Naiirtlh^  p.  191)  conjectures  t.  A.D.  150,  and  W. 
Wredc  (EnhUhtins  der  Schrijten  da  NT,  91-92),  a.u.  i  10-140. 
I'hu  hypothesis,  in  a  general  forni,  has  the  merit  of  explain- 
ing more  of  tbe  internal  data,  and  of  explaining  them  more 
satisfactorily,  than  any  other.  The  so-called  primitiveness  of 
the  epii&tle,  with  its  undoj^matic  or  rather  antt-difgmatic  hias,  is 
explicable,  not  against  any  imaginary  f  background  of  a  nascent 
clemeniar>-  stage  in  Christianity,  at  which  the  apjireciation  of 
Jesus  was  siiil  meagre,  but  in  the  light  of  such  moralistic 
tendencies  and  features  as  emerged  in  certain  circk-s  of  Christi- 
anity towards  the  opening  of  the  second  century,  when  for 
vanous  reasons,  as  Klopper  puts  it,  tbe  moral  deficiencies  of 
Christian  conduct  were  being  covered  by  the  withered  fig-leaves 
of  an  intellectual  belief,  and  a  higher  legalism  was  promulgated 
■s  an  antidote  The  atmosphere  and  situation  resemble  the 
[  raonlinn  of  the  Didacbf;  the  distinctively  religious  tenets  are 
assumed  (cp.  He  6^-)  rather  than  proclaimed.  Upon  the 
other  hand,  any  idea  of  ami-gnostic  polemic  or  of  allusions  to 
persecutions  must  be  given  up.  Tbe  range  of  tbe  homily  docs 
not  include  such  hints  of  its  environment. 

The  bUnched  Chialolosy  of  ihe  Didachi  *nd  Diocneliu  ihrawi  light  tin 
opoa  the  Ksniy  ■lluaoni  to  Jniis  wliich,  in  a  primiiivc  Apoiilc.  arc  almoM 
hvoMpiehenalile.  Ooc  uf  the  most  viul  kitd  ccninl  iilcu  of  i1i<  primitiTe 
ChriMtui  pr^chlnc.  in  all  iu  phua,  wu  Ute  tctalioa  of  Chiut's  dcaih  la 
dw  (bt{fvcneii  of  lini.  Bui  Jamci  lefcn  to  tbe  lalter  in  a  Jeaish  msmier 
(5*),  devoid  of  uy  i^clficallr  ChntiUn  baicliKiound.     It  It  not   pouible 

'Cpb  SWck  (ZSihw..  1889,  iv.  3),  J.  H.  VVilltinton  {AJT.  Ii.  ISO-lij). 
aad  Cone  i,EBi.  1331  f.)-  Thoic  who  ate  Miiified  with  the  ptooTi  of  ihe 
cpluJc's  ate  by  Clem.  Rom.  aie  nalurall]-  able  l«  place  it  within  the  fint 
ccDtory.  OlhclHMc,  lleniiaa  futnithca  the  ttrmmut  ^  qium,  joal  at  lt«aiaiis 
or  I  Pdtr  ilie  Ui-miniu  a  fmt. 

t  Ac  t)"^  ii  aa  ailment  to  the  conlraiy,  fat  it  wat  wiictia  foe  a  ^>«cifie 
purpoM  I  Janet  is  ■  ctneral  homily. 


47» 


HOMILIES  AND  PASTORALS 


to  oplun  tfaii  >wiy  by  plouUng  th«t  the  homily  hu  it  pncdott  bdnL 
ir  the  ffliiiivenna  nf  ant,  owing  t«  Chrisl't  dotlh.  WM  not  inUtitely  pndiol 
lo  the  eaity  Chriiikn  )  On  ll»  othci  huiil,  while  no  prt'OcevpMica  with 
OT  conccptiiini  on  be  tuppased  to  haie  excluded  from  ui  apoftk'i  fwfvtor 
the  belief  in  Intgitenna  through  Ihe  death  of  Chriit,  thi*  tad  nibef  pbe«i»- 
fncna  become  Inleillflble  in  the  neiehliouchood  of  writiop  like  Henm^ 
LnUter't  comment  on  a"— "and  niche  rid  von  Chrixo "— •jiplies  to  ibt 
tceaior  part  i>r  llic  homily;  it  is  unn>lural  (with  I'ury,  33'14)  lo  take 
r4'  '(ffTit  roS  KLifilAi'  Ijitiiir  'li)c»0  XptOToD  r^i  U^iji  u  *  tBiDinajy  of  Ihe 
preoeding  paraefaphi,  u  if  ri/  Lard  Jisut  Christ  here  were  fto  embodlBenl 
of  h  lii^vroi  X^t,  in'l  ear  Chry  >  deKri|ilion  of  Chiiit  u  Ihe  idol  eotbodi- 
ment  of  bumui  nalulc't  Etory,  nor  ii  Iheic  any  alluijun  C'>  Iht  doMh  of  Jeiui 
eiren  where  we  would  expect  il,  in  5"  [lee  nbove).  It  11  posnblc  U>  deduce 
&om  the  homily  chamclcritlict  wliicli  may  lit  into  a  vkw  <A  Jkine^  tXmneW 
towoidt  ihe  end  of  hii  life,  but  nuch  reoonKrucdoiw  ate  at  b«tt  ktidU ; 
■Ithough  a  cetuin  amount  of  ambiguity  aitochet  to  any  view  of  ihe  willJnit 
there  la  pe()ii|u  Im  violence  dene  («  ihc  prol^trililiea  <d  the  vnAenot, 
Intenn]  and  eitcmal,  upon  the  later  hypothesis  than  upon  any  otbtt. 

g  6.  Autlian/ufi.—lht  main  problem,  upon  this  view,  is  to 
explain  the  authorship  in  the  light  of  i^  (o)  The  pseudonr- 
inous  hypothesis  arose  very  eirly  in  some  circles  of  the  church, 
u  Jerome  tcBltfiea  in  uir.  Mnstr.  1:  "Jacobus,  qui  appctlatur 
ftatet  Domini,  unam  tanlum  scriptit  epistolam,  que  de  sepletn 
catholicis  est ;  qux  el  ipsa  ab  alio  quodam  sub  nomine  ciiis 
edila  asseritur,  licet  paulatim  tempore  procedente  obtintierit 
auctontatem."  Dut  (he  bcV  of  any  emphasis  upon  the  apostle's 
pctsonaliiy  and  authority  (no  dtroirToXot  in  i',  as  in  i  P  i'. 
a  P  1')  tells  against  this  theory.  If  a  second-century  writer, 
who  wished  to  counteract  some  ultra*  Paulinists  (cp.  a  P  5**), 
had  chosen  the  name  of  the  revered  head  of  the  Jcnisalem 
church  (so,  e.g.,  S.  Davidson,  Grafe,  Jiilichct),  it  is  difHcult  to 
understand  why  he  did  not  make  more  of  Paul's  opponent  To 
argue  that  he  retrained  from  introducing  such  traits,  lest  hb 
writing  should  incur  suspicion  as  a  literary  Irction,  is  to  attribute 
too  mod«m  and  subtle  motives  to  him.  At  the  same  time,  the 
practical  motive  of  the  writer,  and  the  conviction  that  he  was  in 
sympathy  with  Jamir^,  may  have  been  felt  to  jutiify  such  a  literary 
method  (see  above,  p.  340).  (i)  A  variant  hy^wthesis  argues  that, 
while  it  was  crroncou&ly  ascribed  in  the  course  of  tradition  to 
James  the  apOMle,  it  was  really  written  by  some  other  James  (m^ 
r^-t  Erasmus,  "fieri  potest  u[  nomcn  commune  ram  apoatoto 
prtebuerit  occaaioncm  ut  Kxc  epistola  lacobo  apostolo  ascrib- 
eretur,  cum  fuerit  alterius  cuiusdani  lacobi,"  Pfleiderer,  etc).  Tlw 
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inlcrpretalion  of  the  tille  ai  the  sclf-dcsignaiion  of  the  Lortfe 
brother  would  be  natural  in  an  age  when  no  Christian  vriitng 
could  hope  to  secure  canonical  prestige  Of  to  retain  its  place 
in  ccdcsiastical  use,  if  it  had  not  some  link  with  the  apostlei. 
{()  Finally,  i'  may  be  taken  in  whole  or  pan  as  an  addition 
of  the  early  church  (so  Hamack,  Tl/.  ii.  a.  io6f.,  and  ACL.  iu 
>•  485-491;  Bacon.  /JVT.  pp.  158-165;  McGtffcrt'),  or  a 
Jacobean  nucleus  (Oestcrley),  to  which  later  excerpts  from 
other  writings  were  added,  may  be  postulated.  The  conjecture 
(G.  C.  Martin,  Ex/<.'',  Feb.  1907,  174-184)  that  the  writing  was 
ori(pnatly  a  collection  of  logia  with  comments  made  by  James 
the  brother  of  Jesus,  and  issued  in  his  name  after  a-d.  70  as 
a  treatise  on  practical  Christianity,  helps  to  reconcile  the  late 
circulation  of  the  book  with  its  primitive  character,  and  clears 
up  the  address ;  but  it  does  not  explain  z^**^,  and  it  lies  open  to 
nost  of  the  objections  valid  against  any  theory  of  apostolic 
authorship,  though  it  is  belter  than  Weissackur's  (jIA.  ii.  »j  (.) 
timilac  hypothesis  of  an  Bhtoniuc  anii-PauIine  tract,  containing 
glosses  and  expansions  of  Matihoatn  logia,  wriilcn  not  by  James 
but  by  some  one  after  a-d.  70. 

The  question  of  the  date  thus  depends  upon  the  cnicia] 
problem  of  the  authorship,  and  that  in  turn  falls  to  be  decided 
primarily  upon  two  internal  features,  the  religious  colour  and 
the  style.  Each  of  the^e  features  has  set  literai;  criticism 
recently  in  motion  towards  and  away  from  the  apostolic  authoi- 
shipu  The  comparative  lack  of  any  definitely  Christian  traits  and 
the  sUangcly  Jewish  colouring  of  the  homily  as  a  whole  have 
•luted  two  hypoihcsea :  (i.)  One  i»  reiKeaentcd  by  the  inde- 
pendent attempts  of  Spitta  and  Masscbieau  ('I.'^pltre  de 
Jacques,  cat-elle  I'ceuvre  d'un  Chretien?'  RHR.,  1895,  pp^  149- 
383)  to  prove  that  the  writing  was  originally  the  work  of  a 
Jewish  writer  {'un  juif,  helMniste,  lettrg,  alteinl  par  b  philo- 
sophic grecquCt  universalistc,  connaissant  le  milieu  thtfologique 
de  la  Dispernon,'  Maasebienu,  pp.  170  f.)  which  has  been  edited 
and  adopted  (in  t'  a*)  for  the  uses  of  the  Christian  church. 
But,  even  apart  from  the  lack  of  allusions  to  any  ritual  or  legal 

*  "  tt  b  poniblc  that  Ihe  phrup,  '  Janin,  ■  MTTutt  ol  Cod  and  of  Ihe 
Lovd  Jnoi  Oiriil,'  wni  addci]  (»  llic  ftiionymoiit  cpbilc  andei  (he  innuencc 
<A  the  paraltti  woiili  in  (he  cpitiJc  of  Jude  "  (p.  585).  The  (tadilkin  whicti 
— ooMtt  (he  cp.  of  Ju(Im  with  Jndni  ihc  bivlbei  of  Jcaut  i*  (nuch  eailicr 
■ad  rtrongn  Ihan  the  Jaool»c«n. 
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usages,  which  would  be  natural  in  s  Jewish  original,  the  Chratiu 
tense  of  pass^grs  like  i"  (  =  the  regencrBling  word,  not  the 
word  of  cre&tioii),  z'  (ro  xoAov  iroyM),  and  5''''  (4  vapcHW^  m 
Kvpiov),  Ib  unmtstiLkable ;  a  Christian  interjiolalor  would  scaicety 
bare  contented  himself  with  inserting  so  little,  when  he  could 
hxtt  added  references  to  Clirist's  life,  t.g.,  at  5" ;  mmI  be  would 
probably  have  left  a'  clearer.*  (ii.)  The  ingenious  suggestioo 
that  the  epistle  was  compuHed  by  James  of  Jcrusakm  for  the 
benefit  of  Jews,  not  of  Chii&ltans  (J.  M.  Moulton,  £x/>.^  iv.  45- 
55],  is  liable  (o  the  same  objections  which  invalidate  the  Jew^ 
hypothesis  or  that  of  James  (he  apoMle's  authorship,  viz.  the 
absence  of  any  specific  allusion  to  the  burning  questions  of  the 
law  (with  regard  to  circumcision  especially)  and  of  the  messianic 
claims  of  Jesus,  which  agitated  Jewish  Christendom  at  that  early 
period.  Can  we  suppose  that  a  Christian,  especially  one  of 
James's  position,  suppre^ed  his  dixtinciivrly  Christian  beliefB  in 
order  to  recommend  Christian  morals  to  Jews?  The  hypothesis 
fails  to  provide  adequate  motives  for  such  a  procedure,  and  the 
difficulty  of  1'*^  is  practically  u  great  on  this  view  as  or  that  of 
Spitta  and  Massebieau. 

Th«  mnvlctlon  that  to  rich  and  Idtonutic  •  CtmIc  Krlp— to  mj  nothing 
of  the  culture  [cp.  Ililgcafctd,  EM.  5}9f.) — could  not  h«v«  \mn  ■!  iht 
oommind  of  a  man  like  Jama  of  Jmju1nn,t  ha*  temptrd  trT«tal  critic* 
(Af.  Kalifr,  etitTB.  iftfiiltlam  /aiebi  tx  Sjrrt,  IJ^o  i  SchmidI,  BcitKoIdl, 
and  Wordsworth,  SB.  L  pp.  144  f.)  to  conjoctuie  that  iht  cpiula  was 
originally  written  in  Aramaic.  But  the  Coibey  old  Latin  venion,  «lth  all 
iu  peculiaiiiic*.  doe*  not  hnik  back  to  a  Greek  text  which  vaa.  like  Ihc 
canonical  text,  a  vcralon  of  any  Anunaic  orie'nal.  The  cpaMlc  ha*  aNon. 
•MOM  and  idioms  which  preclude  any  idea  of  iu  bdng  a  tnuulalloo ;  taati  of 
it  it  aadiKiinciivcly  and  Inctepcndrniljr  Crork  at  a  pa^e  td  HareiM  Auielfut 
(cp.  Mayor'i  ed.   ch.  i.  and  Jacijuier'i  IMT.  Ul.  laS-ijo).     Beaidcik  it  b 

*  For  advene  ditcuuiont,  ate  rtpcciaily  Mayor  [Exf-*  vi.  1-I4.  391-338 
•nd  in  pp.  cliv-cluiviii  of  hji  edition),  van  Manen  (7T.,  1897,  398-417  : 
•JacoboigeenChriMen?'),  Wred«(iC.,  1896,  450-451^  *oo  Soden  (r/L2., 
lt77.  jSi-5$4),  Ad«ncy  {Critiiul  A'rpiftv,   r8Q6,   177-383),   Haupt   (S/C., 

1896.  747-777).  Sleek  (ZSitw.,  1S98,  pp.  169-188);  Ilamack  (^C/.,  a 
I.  pp.  485-491).  R-  P.  Ro«e  (**.  V.  S19-J34).  «nd  Pauidi  ijkmtt  Ot 
Lat^t  Bntk4T,  1906,  337-3*3)'  »!*  cotnpanlon  hypotbew  of  %  Jewiih 
oill^l  Ibi  Ilmnai  has  met  with  equal   disfavour  (cp.  RfvlU*  fai  ttBH,, 

1897,  117-iaa.  andStahl'c/laftTi/.  Sfudun,  1901.  pp.  »99-3S6). 

t  Th«  bcM  ttaiemenl  of  th«  cmc  for  the  U  linpial  allaiomeats  (Aramaic 
uid  Creek)  of  nioM  Palestinians  is  given  by  Dr.  Jaiaea  lladley  ia  Sitm/t 
miBlegitai  smS  Criiual  {xt^i),  pp.  403  £, 
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Mghlj  ifnpfob»b1e  that  any  e^le,  inicDded  ex  ifftiieit  ht  cltcuUifon 
(faran^out  the  diupora,  would  be  vrittcn  in  Aramaic.  WhaltKr  bemting 
ihv  l»ct  hsi  upon  ihe  oiigin  of  the  writing  h  xhoiild  l«  aeknowlcdi^cil 
Innklj  that  the  •uthor,  like  Ibe  ail»r  ad  Ilitr^»i,  wu  itunking,  u  well 
■•  cxmposing,  in  Greek. 


I 


The  wide  dilTerences  of  critical  opinion  upon  James  are  not 
inpanilleled  tn  other  depailments  of  literary  inquiry.  Thus 
a  very  diflcrent  writing,  the  O'ris,  vrns  not  only  aitribulcd  to 
Vergil  himself,  but  ha*  been  placed  cither  liefrtrc  him  or  after 
fajm,  as  a  work  which  cither  influenced,  or  waa  influenced  by, 
his  language.  An  almost  equally  large  range  has  been  covered 
by  the  efibrts  of  classical  scholars  to  place  the  Attita  of  the 
Vergilian  appendix,  and  the  Nix  of  Ovid  presents  similarly 
baffling  features.  The  phenomena  of  criticism  upon  the 
Jacobean  homily  are  perplexing,  but  they  are  not  to  be  taken  n 
dilcrediting  tbe  tcience  of  NT  literary  research. 


(D)  TiVO  LETTERS  OF  JOHN  THE  PRESBYTER 
{a  AND  3  JQHff). 

LtrSKATUaa. — In  iddilioii  to  the  ediiioni  and  Huiliu  died  below  {p,  j8a) 
noder  "The  Fint  Epwk  of  ;ohn"'-(ii)  a  John  i  Riimeicr  <«b  Eit€ia 
Dtmiitt,  1706):  C  A.  Kricclo  [A  Ku^i?  Jeamlt.  1758);  dtpgmv 
\,1U^a^  Sxtgitita.  pp.  105-30S) ;  il.  G.  B.  Mullci  (C^iflua.  in  Sumiiam 
^itUlMm  /tamnu,  17S3) :  C  KlaglDt  autifHlia,  etc.,  iSij) :  F.  L.  Guhon 
(AmlhtHliciU  di  la  It  It  3*  ifp.  A  Jtam,  ISSO:  Kiuaci  (^'X*,  l83J,45lf.)i 
VaiSt\  {Dtr  t  told 3  Briifti.  Apatttt JokaMHti,  1896) *;  \\it\Kt\TQ.,  1897, 
tjo  f,,  review  of  Foggel);  J.  Rcndcl  Harm  (£t/.*  iiL,  1901,  pp.  194  f.); 
W.  M.  [tunay  Xibid.  pp.  354  f.) ;  Gibluni  (Eif.*,  190J,  n8-a}6,  »  John  a 
ptophttk  rpitllc) ;  J.  Chujiman  (JI'S,  1904.  m  t,  517  f..  'The  HiMorical 
Sttlinit  of  Ibe  Seoontl  and  Thiid  Epiiilo  af  St.  John') ;  V.  IWtlel  \JTS., 
1905,  a04-ll6|.  \,h\  J  John  (generally  in  connection  wilh  3  John]i  Heu. 
naan'*  Cvmmaiiaii*  in  Jean.  4f.  lit.  (1778)!  Haroaclt  (TU.  it.  jJ'j 
E.  C.  Selwyti  (Tlr  Ckrislian  I'nfhtis  and  the  Pr»f3nlic  Afeialyftt,  1900, 
IJ3  r.):  B.  Biciliy  [Dot  Vrrhillmii  d.  nuHttn  fihanntitrii/ti  turn  drMm, 
1906);  U.  *on  Wilanowiu-Moellcndonl  {Htrmtt,  1S98,  529  L)|  G.  &■ 
Vtodttj,  FiltrtBtJuf  in  lA*  Lt/t  ElrnuHi'iO^).  l^f.  1-46. 

S  1.  3j«hn. — This  note  is  vrriuen  by  a  certain  irpt<r^irr«|>M 
to  a  Christian  community,  figuratively  described  as  Ibt  EUcl 
Lady,  some  of  whose  members  he  had  met  (*)  and  valued  for 
their  integrity  of  Christian  character.  Owing  perhaps  to  infor- 
nutiOQ  su{^lied  by  them,  he  sends  this  warning  against  tbe  indix- 
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criminate  t-nlertainmcnt  of  iiincranl  teachere*  who  promt, 
progressive  or  '  advajiced '  docetic  vicm  (^  upon  the  pcrsoii' 
ChrisL  The  note  is  merely  designed  to  sen-e  (")  till  the 
writer  arrives  in  person.  He  sends  greetings  to  hii  corre- 
Kpondentk  from  some  community  in  which  he  ii  resident  (**)  it 
present,  and  with  which  they  had  evidently  a  dose  connection. 

That  /cXnrr^  Kupla  di^notts  ■  chuich  it  clwr,  in  tpite  of  recent  aifuwrnu 
to  the  coiiirMy  (Poegel,  cf.  lit,  taj  I.  ;  Huti«),  (torn  {»)  a  cumpariMn  of  i." 
with  ■■  and  $"  of  I  tVter  (in  earlier  wriiing  cifcublcd  b  Alh  Minoct: 
Mid  (#)  from  the  plunb  of  *-  *-  ",  and  ■■.  The  ori^  of  thii  MOil-poelic 
pcnmlficUlon  o(  llir  chuich  (qi.  Utv  3^1"  ami  Ktrrruis)  or  of  ■  cenunuoily 
(ep.  1  Co  11')  ax  Ki^,  may  lie  tn  the  oonccplian  of  ■  Uridc  of  th*  xifta 
[Ephs""cp.Jn3»). 

In  the  absence  of  any  tradition  upon  the  origin  and 
destination  of  the  epistle,  Baur  and  Schwegler  set  to  work  upon 
a  remaric  of  Clemens  Alcxandrinus  (AJumiratiaiui,  \v.  437 : 
sectinda  Johannis  cpistola,  quae  ad  uirginet  scripta  est, 
^mplicissima  est;  scrijxa  uero  est  ad  quandam  Babyloniam 
Electam  nomine,  signilicat  aulem  clectionem  ecclesix  sancUe)> 
It  is  building  too  much  on  the  term  Uafytaniam  in  this 
blundering  t  fragment  (in  connection  with  t  P  5")  to  identify 
the  church  addressed  in  )  John  with  a  section  of  the 
Roman  church,  however,  as  though  the  Diotrcphes  of  3  John 
were  a  symbolical  expression  for  the  bishop  of  Ronw  (Soter 
or  Eleuthcnis),  and  the  later  note  a  controversial  missive 
against  the  pretensions  of  llie  hierarchy.  No  hint  of  Monunist 
sympalliica  is  visible  in  the  letter,  ai>d  there  a  DOthing 
specifically  Montanist  about  a  term  like  it^tirf. 

When  all  trace  of  iu  original  destination  had  been  lost,  U 
ms  natural  to  suppose  that  it  would  suit  any  church,  and  there- 
foR  that  it  was  addressed  to  the  church  at  large  (so  Jerome, 

*  As  in  Did.  ■I*'*  'Whoioevei  Ihcn  thall  come  and  kach  yon  all  Ibot 
thinp  aformid,  receive  him.  But  if  (he  teacher  fainiclf  be  perverted  sad 
leach  a  different  doclria*  10  the  uiido!ii(!  Ihrieor,  li«*i  him  not ;  fet  if  he 
teaches  to  the  Incieaie  of  righteouuieic  and  the  knowledge  of  tbo  Lord, 
receive  him  •*  the  Lord. ' 

i  Clemenl'i  enoc  in  ret^anlinf  '  Ektckt**  at  a  8*)iyli>')iaa  ChriNiea  led 
liiin  (niZahn  !njr(iious!y  »rcuM,  Fivi(Miingtn,  liL  9af.,  99f.,  l/fT,  UL  38J) 
Id  consider  hci  and  het  children  as  Parlhians.  Hence  the  erroneous  iJtIe 
ugit  lUpBout  (v.l.  wnfOimn)  fxefiieil  la  i  John  and  aAetwaidi  to  the 
group  ut  the  'Juhaniiinc '  kitcii.  Thb  Mluiloa  had  been  aUeady  pmpnsiil 
^  C>  WwdawWbj  though,  unlike  Zahi^  he  imagined  the  lttl«  lo  be  1 


I 


1 


i 


TWO  LETTERS  OF  JOHN  THE  PRESBYTER         477 


I 


I 


Ep.  I J3"'"  ad  Agciuchiam,  after  Clem.  Alex.),  by  a  process  of 
inference  simibr  to  thai  of  the  Muralorian  Canon  on  PauL 
This  was  II  pailiculorly  IJlcely  interpretation,  in  view  of  its 
position  among  the  'catholic'  epistles  of  the  Canoa  But  the 
note  must  have  originally  been  meant  for  some  definite  com* 
munity,  mowt  probably  for  one  of  those  in  Asia  Minor,  though 
it  is  superfluous  to  chronicle  the  endless  conjectures. 

§  *•  Sj^^"- — 3  John  is  another  note  from  the  presbyter — 
thb  time  a  piivate  note,  addressed  to  Gaius,  evidently  a  convert 
and  disciple  of  the  author  (*)■  &nd  a  member  of  the  same 
comniunity  or  boutc-church  (*)  ax  that  to  which  2  John  had 
been  written.  The  immediate  occasion  of  the  note  is  the 
welcome  news  (*)  of  Gaiut's  adherence  to  the  true  faith,  and  of 
hb  hofipilalily  ("'*)  to  itinerant  preachers  who  are,  it  is  implied, 
of  sound  character  and  doctrine.  The  duly  of  hospitality  b 
pressed  upon  him,  instead  of,  as  usual  (cp.  He  13*),  upon  the 
local  church  as  a  whole  or  its  heads  {cp.  1  Ti  3",  Tit  i' ;  Hetm. 
Sim.  ix.  J7,  etc),  since  one  of  its  leaders,  a  certain  Diotrephes 
(•■••),  had  repudiated  the  authority  and  suppressed  some  previous 
diurch-episiles  of  the  presbyter,  besides  denying  hospitality  to 
hii  representatives.  He  would  even  carry  his  hostility  the 
length  of  excommunicating  their  hosts,  including  Gaius,  from 
the  local  community  (cp,  Abbott,  Dial.  3358).  With  this 
opponent  the  writer  promises  to  deal  sharply  when  he  comes  in 
person  {").  Meanwhile  he  dbpalches  the  present  note  0*),  in 
appceciation  of  hb  correspondent's  attitude ;  Gaius  b  to  continue 
hit  ho^itality  to  the  evangelists  in  question  (*),  who  now  bring 
this  note  to  him.  He  must  have  preserved  it  among  his 
papers,  but  there  b  no  tradition  upon  his  residence.  The  name 
was  so  common*  that  tt  is  precarious  to  argue  frofn  1  Co  i" 
or  Ac  30*  that  his  church  was  that  of  Corinth  (Mtchadb, 
Alexander,  Cocnen  in  ZIVT.,  1871, 364-371),  or  I'crgamos  (Wolf, 
Hilgenfcld,  Thoma,  Findlay),  where  John  is  sud  to  have  ordained 
him  bishop  {Af:  Const.  7*^).  Thcs8.itonika  {another  traditional 
site  for  his  bishopric,  Chapman),  or  Thyatira  (Bartlel). 

The  present  note  may  be  a  letter  of  introduction  for 
Demetrius  (")  and  its  other  bearers  ('•);  although  such 
letters  were  usually  addr&ssed  to  a  community  or  cliurch,  not  to 

*  "Tb*  ooincukac«  oi  miiiie  [with  the  OiAia  «>f  i  Co  1"]  b  m  lillta 
■MplUa(  H  It  would  be  to  ittii  Iwu  hi»tHl>ble  SmiJhi  to  diitanl  couoliet  ol 
EnfiMd"  IFindiay,  p.  J7)- 
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an  individual  (cp.  i  Co  3'  S'^'-;  Polyk.  Pii'^-  14),  (he  drcum- 
sUnc«s  were  peculiar  in  \hh  ca*e  (Mte  above).  If  JiuA^ffjiH 
could  be  read  in  v."  (cp,  Gwynn,  J/trmatAena,  1890,  304)^ 
Demetrius  would  be  a  presbyter.  The  name  if  too  common  10 
make  it  likely  that  he  is  to  l>e  identified  with  the  Dcmat  of 
3  Ti  4'"  (Chapman), — as  though  the  writer  wished  to  prevent  his 
bad  reputation  from  discrediting  him, — or  with  the  Demetrius  of 
Ac  19**  (lo  recently  Selwyn  and  Barllet);  and  there  ti  no  reason 
to  suppose  (with  Harnack  and  others)  that  (be  twte  of  v.*  was 
written  to  him,  or  ihai  he  was  the  sole  bearer  of  3  John, 

Tbc  note  it  SCI  in  ■  new  light  by  th«  hypothciii  al  Itiraack  (<^  til.,  tbo 
J/D.  i.  PPL  lljf.,  uti  7'At  CmilUHlim  anJ  Lttu  tf  tie  Ciurtk  tm  firtt 
'/tea  C4Mitiria,  loof.  ;  cp.  Schniiedel  in  EBt.  ]I46-}I47),  fallonrtd  by  vea 
DokschUD  {Urc.  vty-tii)  >n<j  Knopf  {NZ.  pp.  ao6r.|,  thai  Ihe  pmlirtcr, 
who  had  ■Imd]'  |I  Jn  *°l  put  the*  chiirrli  on  tU  i;iMrd  Bpintf  ilincmit 
ptochcr*,  is  hcK  nppoud  himself  as  u)  intruder  b^  DlMKiihrk,  (St  bvad  at 
tome  local  diucch.  who  feels  Ihai  the  incemti  of  the  oiguiiiatloa  Mr  no 
lunger  conipatililr  willi  Ihe  outride  tupeiviiion  eieicLwd  over  the  Aa«tie 
Mininunltla  bv  ihe  piubytet  himself.  The  territorUI  >uthofit)r  ol  tfae  UtUt 
it  lepudiBlrd.  On  this  viev,  (he  prctbytcr  would  be  nukiag  ft  Miuetvuirt 
prolnl  >^inh(  the  first  at  the  mcHutchical  bishop*.  It  wai  uiuucctBfiiL  By 
Ihc  time  Ignstlut  came  to  write,  Ihe  Tnonnrchicsl  cpiiicii|»te  •ras  fairly  settled 
in  Asia  Minor  1  Ihc  action  o(  DioUrphe*  wai  ntiiied  by  histoiy,  B»d  Jetin 
the  piesbylei's  icpuutloa  rettrd  on  his  <ii'ri(iiies,  not  on  hit  ecclesMStkal 
policy.  The  theory,  however,  involves  some  tpecalalive  (reUncnt  of  3  Jafan, 
t.g.  Ihe  deni^  of  any  conneclion  between  the  note  r«ferred  to  tn  v.*  and 

2  Jabn  ;  abn  the  niaiimpl  ion  (lul  Diotrephes  was  a  bishop,  and  that  he  reprr- 
ircited  the  monarchical  epiicopale,  whereu  he  may  haiv  been  oci  (lailc  Ibe 
opposite  side ;  and  Gaally,  Ihe  assumption  (hat  his  fault  wss  ecelellaslical 
nlher  ll«n  doi'lrinsl  (cp,  KtWi/ft,  Xivr.,  189a,  307-311;  HUcntfcU,  4W£ 
J16-3ZO,  aiid  BelKi,  TQ.,  1S97,  i5of.). 

1 3.  TVates  of  2  and  j  John  in  tu^fiostolie  Ultraturt.— 
No  dear  allusion  to  either  note  occurs  in  the  apostolic  fathers ; 

3  Jn  "  need  not  lie  behind  ihc  phrase  of  Papias  in  Eiu.  H.  E. 
iii.  39.  3  {ir  ofr^  vapoyivofMMt  ^rfiiiai),  and  Ignatius  did  not 
require  10  have  read  1  Jn  >*  in  order  to  write  aJ  Smym.  4*. 
The  existence  of  the  pair  is  plain,  however.  The  allurion  in  the 
Muralorian  Canon  (' episiulse  tane  Jud»  et  suptrscripti  [supia- 

*  Hatnoek  caniiders  a  John  10  have  been  written,  howcrer.  M  another 
church,  and  refuio,  on  inadequate  sfoundt,  lo  see  t  John  in  3  Jofan  *.  Sol 
Ihb  alluaiMi  in  *  {4-r/afa)  irftn  in  all  Itktllhood  to  a  Joha  talhrt  than 
I  -  t  John  or  la  acnne  IcM  epiille  1  it  wai  in  order  lo  kTold  the  last-nainod 
Hmxettion  that  4r  was  added  al  an  early  Uage  in  the  teatiMl  hMaty  of  Iha 
ktlM. 
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scripli  t]  loannis  duae  in  euholica  hatirntur ')  is  certainly  10 
1  and  3  John  {cp.  l.rghiroot's  Biiiual  Eiiayi,  99-100);  the 
fngmeni  has  already  iffcnet!  to  i  John,  which  went  with  the 
Fourth  gospd.  IrcnanuB  (iii.  16.  S,  cp.  i.  16.  3)  quotes  s  )n 
'-*  u  if  it  came  from  i  John,  with  a.  laxity  which  is  not  un- 
exampled in  subsequent  writers.  Both  were  known  to  Clement 
and  Dionpius  of  Alexandria.  For  their  cailicsl  appearance,  at  a 
btcr  date,  in  the  Syrian  church,  sec  Gwynn  {J/er malhtna,  1890, 
aSif.).  Codex  Bene  originally  had  3  John  (and  thenH'ore, 
probably,  1  John  and  1  John)  immediately  before  Acts,  the 
*  Johannine  *  epistles  thus  followin);  the  Fourth  gospel.  3  and  3 
John  could  only  have  sun'ived  on  account  of  their  traditional 
connection  with  thetr  author,  and  when  the  later  development 
of  Ibe  Johannine  tradition  obliterated  John  the  presbyter  in 
bvour  of  his  apostolic  namesake,  3  and  3  John,  like  the 
Apocalypte,  usually  pctssed  into  the  canon  (so  far  as  they  passed 
in  at  all)  as  compositions  of  John  the  apostle. 

It  was  probitity  tlie  fuijilivs  chimclcr  uid  tb«  doctrinal  in*t){nlflctnM 
of  the  nom  which  not  only  preveiitcd  theii  Mile  circiilation  but  Halted 
doobu  apoo  Iheii  canonidij'.  Origcn  (quoted  in  Em.  //.  K.  vi.  35.  10 : 
flwdfrqi]  taraXiXmitr  col  hrantMir  rirv  SKlyvr  «^lxvr,  Inw  W  (ol 
ttvtifiir  lal  rplngf  ini  ad  rdrrii  4>a«lr  ynitlevi  «tr«i  rftfrai'  rXI)*  «Ar  ((air 
rrlxfr  iii^itr^  inTbt)  atiJ  hii  pupil  Dion^liut  (in  H.  E.  vu.  15.  10)  l)i>th 
mAmI  these  «u)pic[Qnik  KuKtiiiu  (//.  B.  Hi.  »$.  j),  in  mcnlioning  the  nolri 
iBKMig  lh«  NT  irnXtyoitin,  alludo  to  the  pouibilily  [hat  thcjp  were  by  ti 
namcBke  of  the  apottlc  ;  Ihii  early  trvlilicin,  which  il  ddinitelj  chtonid«d 
bjr  JcKime  {dt  tiir.  inlailr.  9 :  '  rcliijuac  auletn  diuc  .  .  .  lohanmi  pfes- 
\r/WA  (dMivritur,  18:  .  .  .  Mperiarem  opmionem,  ijoa  a  plriuque 
mtolimui  mdituci  duaa  pottciiom  cpislulAs  lohaonis  non  qxttlali  cmc,  Md 
liilMliJIlii').  and  which  apjicus  in  ihc  Decielum  Damul,  has  been  laigely 
iiillfcil  by  modcnt  tctmch  into  the  Johannbe  problem. 

1 4.  Aulhonhif. — The  Mpurpirtpot  is  unnamed.  Even  on 
the  theory  that  John  the  apostle  survived  til)  (he  beginning  of 
the  second  century  in  .\sia  Minor  and  wrote  one  or  both  of  the 
larger  'Johannine'  books,  it  would  not  follow  necenxarily  that  he 
compOMd  these  notes.  There  is  no  claim  to  apostolic  authority, 
even  io  3  John  where  it  would  have  been  specially  relevant ;  and 
although  Peter  b  termed  a  presbyter  in  i  P  5',  this  is  in  an 
epistle  which  had  already  explicitly  called  him  an  apostle 
(■  P  I*),  so  that  the  former  pusxaj^e  is  not  a  jurallcl  to  the 
supposed  apostolic  origin  of  notes  like  1  and  3  John,  where  the 
writer  simply  alls  himself  i  rpaffft-rtpoi.    I'he  only  importaitt 
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figure  of  that  age  who  is  known  to  us  as  'the  pre&byter'  «•«' 
ifox*/*-  is  John  the  presljylcr,  lu  whom  Papins  rdrrs  in  txoaljf 
this  fashion  (cp.  //.  £.  iii.  39.  15,  mii  rotJro  i  wpvrfivrtfiot  IMyt). 
The  c-arly  tradition  of  his  authorship  has  therefore  won  wi<le 
acceptance  since  Jerome's  day;  $0,  e^.,  FrastDtu,  Crolius, 
Friiischc,  Brctschncidcr,  Wicscler,  Oedner,  Jachmann,  Ebrard, 
Rcnan  (iv.  pp.  78f.)i  Forbes.  liarnack,  Selwyn,  von  Dobscbuti 
{Un.  iiSf.},  von  Soden  {/AT.  44Sf.),  Hcinrici  {C/rt.  ugtX 
J.  Weiss.  Tcakc,  and  R.  Knopf  (jVZ.  31  f.).  The  rptv^vrq^ 
of  the  letters  has  an  antipathy  to  gnostic  speculation  and  an 
authority  over  the  local  churches  similar  to  those  reflected  in 
Apoc  1-3.  It  is  true  that  1  and  3  John  do  r>ot  reproduce 
the  distinctive  eschatological  or  chrnnotogical  tenets  of  the 
larger  work,  but  in  such  small  notes,  written  for  a  special 
purpose,  there  wns  no  occasion  to  develop  chiliastic  opinions  or 
any  of  the  specific  views  promutgaied  in  the  ApocaIyp>& 
Furthermore,  it  must  be  noted  that  in  Apoc  a-j  the  pres- 
byter is  giving  each  church  irtrayi/v  xupiov  (i  Co  7**)  in  the 
name  of  tlic  Lord,  or  rather  ir  Xdy w  kv^hov  ( i  Th  4'*cp.  i  Co  7" 
ouK  ^ut  iXXa  i  Ki'/Nvt),  while  in  2  and  3  John  be  writes  Kara  ti^ 
i/iiiv  yrnifi.i]!'  {in  the  sense  of  i  Co  7'").  When  allowance  it 
made  for  a  certain  flexibility  and  versatility,  there  is  no  more 
dtfEcuIly  in  regarding  1  knd  3  John  as  written  by  tlie  author  of 
the  Apocalypse  than  in  believing  that  Philemon  and  Colossians 
were  slmost  contempotniy  products  of  Paul's  pen.  On  tbc 
other  hand,  there  it  no  reason  to  suppoie  (SchletennacheT, 
Sinl.  400 ;  Clemen)  that  a  and  3  John  were  written  by  diAiefent 
bands  (>  John  after  3  John,  according  to  Ckmcn^ 

The  eonitnu  tnd  chuutcrislid  of  the  two  notts  •!«  too  oceuional  lo 
iupport  the  linl  theory  thui  ihcy  were  pKudunrmout,  writUn  usdef  the 
name  of  John  lhe*p»»tle  (B4uinpitcn)ot  the  pml'yici  (Schniiedrl)  In  ocdcr 
la  cottcct  the  dcicriptlon  of  him  l/r  Vapiia  (I.Udcmann,  JPT.,  1879,  s6j~ 
676I.  Sch<raiti(Ar  Ttd  J.  SMru  Zittdn.  4a(.,  47r.),Kfao,  like  KamMk, 
rif^lly  Kci  Ihal  they  »re  genuine  tivia  from  the  wme  hind  of  bd  Aiktk 
pmbtler,  cxmjcctuici  that  Ibe  anthori  nune  wai  left  out  in  ocder  thai  hb 
title  ofi  rp>d^i^(jMt  might  connect  the  nulei  with  the  more  fftmoui  [)i«al>7le( 
John.  Thli  wfluM  hive  liern  ■  ilnijululy  roundabout  way  d  rcacMng  andh 
an  end.  Bicod  {Faurih  Goiftt it*  Katarrli  a»d  Dttai»,  1910,  184^.)  itgafda 
■11  the  three  'Juhsnaine  epittka'  a>  a  piecv  of  cditonal  Cnmnrork  or 
cpiilotary  eunimeiicJatlLin  written  by  the  aulhot  of  John  l-ao  la  onlci  lufhti 
currency  to  the  Utter,  and  nflctwatd*  nted  b;  R.  die  aitlhor  «f  John  ai,  who 
finally  edited  the  Foorlh  B'qpel  in  hi  present  form.  Bui  if  any  tiypuihnia 
alung  tlieie  lines  liad  to  be  wutkcd  out,  it  wouhl  lie  bcUei  to  oonnect  lb* 
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auihgc  ut  I  John  with  the  appcnclh  and  the  liiul  rrvlilon  of  tlic  eoiprl  (k« 
Idow).  At  all  evcnl*,  Ihe  common  phruenkiey  <>f  3  Jn  "  and  }n  ll"  might 
u  well  be  a  reminlKcnce  in  ihc  cue  of  the  Inttti  (wline  the  applioiion  it 
taa  natunl)  oc  Ihc  indirpcniJiml  uk  of  a  catcli-w[>rd  u(  Illc  '  Johanitinc'  cirIc. 
Foe  timiUi  rmvint,  th«  parallcU  bHtveen  3  and  3  John  and  tlie  longer  homily 
(t  Jn-Jflonot  oocciurily  involve  the  liicraty  dependence  of  the  fonneron  th« 
laUet.  In  ih«  caw  of  a  tchool  at  Kraip,  like  the  Aiialic  '  Johannloe '  clrcU, 
the  currency  of  phratfi  and  Ldeai  rcnden  it  not  ItDpouible  that  the  tmaller 
note*  were  written  earlier  and  independeotl/. 

When  the  Ihcory  thai  all  (ivt  'Johannine*  wiitinca  came  from  John  the 
apoMlc  or  John  Ihe  piobyler  It  abiuidoned,  and  ihe  Gospel  aoigned  to  a 
iblTercDt  author  liorti  the  Bp>jcnlypie,  the  problem  of  the  three  cpUiles 
lemain^  Prima  faiit  I  Jn.  gon  with  (he  Fourth  gmjicl,  either  at  wriilTn 
by  (he  Fourth  cvangellit  or  by  wmc  tlke-minded  Chriuiin  of  the  ume 
groopL  a  and  3  John,  oa  the  other  hand,  g"  ^"^  naturally  with  the 
•pocalyiMc,  irhco  the  Utter  U  anii^ntd  (o  John  ihe  pmbftrr,  )n  tpitc  of 
tniu  like  Ihc  doctrinal  antichriit-canccpiioin  of  a  Ja  *->  t  Jn  j"  4"'.  The 
al(en>alii«  would  be  to  S'oup  them  with  I  John,  aasuming  that  Ihc  latter  waa 
not  written  liy  the  author  0/  the  Fouith  Kotpel.  In  a  problem  like  Ihia, 
where  the  data  aic  almotf  enliiely  drawn  from  the  internal  evulcnce  of  the 
Uteraintc,  no  tcaull  can  claim  more  than  a  high  degree  nf  probahrility,  but 
th*  icalc  appear*  to  turn,  upon  the  whole.  In  ftivout  of  the  hypothctla  thai 
1  and  3  John  were  written  hy  John  the  presbyter,  —whether  before  or  after  he 
wtoiie  the  Apocalypac  it  i*  not  ponible  to  aay.—and  that  they  diverge  from 
I  Jb.  lite  latKt  pofitlon  it  more  than  defnuible.*  The  two  nntea  have 
a  dntkictiTeneaa  of  form  and  even  of  Unguage  which  juttifie*  the  hypolhetu 
thai  thcii  origin  ia  not  that  of  1  Jn.  and  (he  Fouith  goapcl.  Thua  we  find 
tdioqrnclBtlea  like  *l  ni  foi  Ihe  Johannlae  fa>  rtt,  4fxiii4rM\  tit  aoftl  for 
Af\*f  i>t  tr  «a^il|  tueunXu  for  aoirwrla'  Ixtif,  th  ohlav  fat  (h  ri  ttia,  etc. 
The  collocation  of  x^'>  f^"',  *l(^"l  ^  nut  Johannine,  and  there  are  other 
leacmbtances  ta  Pauline  language,  apart  from  Ihe  apparent  aoqiuintance  with 
I  Peter  which  1  John  botiaya.  The  common  denominaloi  td  langiing«  and 
•Cylc  between  I  John  and  3-3  John  it  patent.  Hut  "not  even  all  tli«M 
leiemblancea  are  canclusfe.  They  ate  in  no  cue  vci}'  rcmaikable  Idloma  or 
phnict.  Current  pecnliariliet  and  turntof  lang^iiKeat  KpheiuB  aii|;h(  account 
for  llMm  all,  to  fai  at  ihcy  need  to  be  accounted  for"  (Selwyn,  p.  133), 

g  5.  CMartuftriftia  and  ilylc—lttt  note*  reveal  the  ptesbjrlcr 
joumejnng  (so  Clem.  Alex,  guis  diuet  tain.  41)  to  and  fro  among 
bis  churches,  ant]  writing  lellers,  now  and  then,  to  serve  ss 
temporary  guides  till  he  could  airive  in  penon.  He  has  a 
cotefle  of  like-minded  Christians  (ibis  is  the  force  of  the  kw  in 
•■*  •■,  qj.  1  Jn  i'"*  4*"),  in  whose  name  as  well  u  in  hb 

•  Tht  dilFercncc  of  authonhip  between  1  Jn  and  a-3  Jo  i«  iKopiiBtd  I7 
OrtdBCf  {£i'»/.  1.  691  f.],  Kbraid  (J59(.).  S'lwyn  (i3Sf-).  J-  KMIIe  (/ryHarr. 
SvtmgUt,  wi.),  Schwniti,  and  Jutlchct  {Einl.  Ii&-ai6},  cipccially. 

t  Cp.  Apoc  I'si  Jn'.  The  oonliut  between  Ihii  audi  JnV  it  eqnlled 
by  the  dilTercnoe  between  3  Jn  ■■  and  I  Jn  4"^  *. 
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own  be  apMks  with  authority,  and  the  truth  (5  Jn  *-■)  la 
ft  lifc  answering  lo  (he  apostolic  standard  laid  down  by  tboe 
aulhoriticx.  Thus  1  John  is  a  s[)mn)en  of  the  excommunicating 
letters  occasionally  dispatched  by  early  Christian  leaders  to  a 
community  (cp;  i  Co  5*),  while  3  John  a  nearer  to  JvtoraW 
otNTTartKoi  (cp.  1  Co  3>)  like  Ro  ift^. 

In  ]  Jn  ',  ■!  the  ute  oF  iiavirm  fai  ^rarM  might  be  though!  "  ScbBo- 
ttdnrrci  und  nichl  vom  bnlen  ticachmulir,"  Ibc  wriler  addrd  $■  .  .  .  dXffrlf 
{U.  von  W.  MocUrndoiff,  pp.  s»9f-l.  In  v.'  Rendd  llatm  {£jif*  vIlL 
167)  propoKi  10  cornel  ^tfA  lu  wp^,  >ftci  ths  oomnon  foimula  in  the  paprri. 
The  lallci  tiling  out  the  cpinalu;  charftCler  of  the  nom.  Thu*.  t^.,  foinfim 
as  B  tcnn  of  BfFrctinnilF  coiirtcty,  cp.  t^,  Oxyrhjmtim  Pafyri,  i*.  l4jC 
(Btpo{)ri  r^  ivplp  iLou) ;  far  (a\wi  irotiir  and  the  idn  uf  ]  Jn  *,*  Ibc  pspTTW- 
note  quolcd  in  Wiikaw-iki's  Efi'iiiti^  Priva/m  Gracit  (i90'i)-  jf-  (nUi 
VHtit  W  (|i|iiMai  tai  tA  Xoird  vm  i«t4  yii^^t  igrtr]  and  the  leoond-MnilBiy 
Icttct  (/fm'i'lur  Gritikiiclu  Utkumitn,  li.  84  f,  vpi  >t^  irdmw  td];*Mi  ** 
fryiaJfOT  iT^.).  The  phnie  in  the  fourihceniuty  ChriMiaa  letter  of  jiuUnH 
to  Pkpnulhiui  (qi.  Dcissiiinnn's  Utht  ivn  (7iini,  iji  f.|,  b«  vAr  ^  r»Ui 
Y^^  ■&!  ^Xitpa/i^rw,  may  be  an  unconidaui  reminnccnceof  3  Jo  '*(cp.  "^ 

g  6.  Date. — Those  who  ascribe  the  notes  to  John  tbc  apostle 
date  them  anywhere  between  80  and  ■  00,  or  even  earlier  (after 
Neronic  persecution,  Cha|>inan).  Otherwise,  on  the  hypothetis 
of  tbeir  comjKuttion  by  John  the  presbyter  or  some  anonymoas 
■Johannine'  disciple,  they  may  lall  later,  before  no  (HamadtX 
between  a-D.  us  »nd  130  (Pfleiderer,  Urt.  il  450),  between 
130  and  140  (Hollzmann,  Hilgenfeld,  Etml.  68i-<i94  ;  ^Vcii- 
sSckcr's  AA.  iL  139,  and  Brticltner,  Chron.  30a  f.),  or  e«n 
{.  A,D,  ISS  {Kreyenbiihl,  Ev^Sm  der  Wahrktily  i.  131  f,).  Their 
lack  of  definite  allusions  to  the  gnostic  systems  and  Uwir 
attitude  towards  the  ecclesiastical  organisation  of  the  church, 
however,  are  best  met  by  a  date  not  later  tlian  the  opening 
decades  of  the  second  century  (cp.  J.  Rtfville,  Ltt  origtiKs  itt 
tiphtopat,  \.  io4'ioS),  when  the  organisation  was  being  con- 
solidated. A  period  somewhat  earlier  than  the  Didacfa^  and 
Ignatius  would  suit  most  of  the  requirements  of  these  leners. 
Their  similarity  of  lone  suggests  that  they  were  written  shortly 
RftcT  one  another,  but  they  stir  rather  than  satisfy  the  ctiriotity  of 
the  historian.  In  the  dark,  wide  bay  of  early  Christian  life,  they 
glimmer  like  two  adjacent  specks  of  light,  indicating  tome  place 
where  Asiatics  dwell  and  work,  unknown  to  passers-by  upon  the 
higb  seas. 

•  \.  R.  Huri*  (£^.*  vUl.  i«6r.^ 
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CHAPTER   IV. 

THE  APOCALYPSE  OF JOH?T. 

LrraiA1U>K.^(«)  Editions  —  although  the  oulieu  Gnck  commenttrin 
(<^.  bjr  Mdiio  u)d  Hippuljluk)  Iikvc  been  lutl,  thoic  of  Occunirniuk  (cp. 
DMamp  In  SBBA.,  1901,  1046/.),  Andicu  (ed.  Sylboti;,  1546),  uid 
Aiclhda  mrivc,  u  well  u  Laliii  commcntaiHci  Xrj  A'iclorinui  of  Prltau  (cp, 
Elithanl,  ACL.  484'.],  Tycuniui,  Primuiut,  Apiinciut  (ed.  VkKAta,  Pari*, 
1900),  8aiiui(cp.  il.  L.  RaiDBy,  Li  CammrHiain  dt  Fapn.  far  Biaiut, 
1900)1  VA.,  uid  the  SyiUc  work  of  B*it«l<tii  (cpt  (iwynn  in  Httnutktnat 
vl.-vli.).  Kaymo,  Joachim,  and  Rupeit  of  Deuii  arc  the  bol  leptetcriladict 
of  tbc  dudiicvRl  Khonl.  The  liitMnth  centuiy  ihicv  up  (he  AtHoiatrntu  a\ 
Enmiu  (IS16),  with  Ihc  commcntariM  of  T,  Ribliaridec  (Batle,  ($69), 
F.  RiWin  (SJilamanca,  1591).  and  J.  Winckclmann  (Fnnkfuil,  1590)^  iht 
tereiileenlb  added  A-  SnlinetDn'i  Praludia  (Coloftnc,  1614),  Dc  Dicu'i 
Antm'iJvtrtitmtt  ( 1646).  ud  the  CagUalittui  of  Coccriua  (Amstcidim,  1673), 
Mrilh  Ihc (unitncnliuici of  BhehlDian  (London.  1616).  D.  Pftn«uh  (H(idclt>ci)>, 
161S),  Muiaiu  (1619).  Cornelius  k  Lapide  (1617),  H.  Gnxiiu  (.-fHrnri. 
litntt,  Puia,  1644),  and  tlanmiund  (Londcn,  165J)  1  whilr  Ihc  ci|;hlernih ' 
pfodiiced  V'ltringa's  ' ktix^sa  (1711)',  Ahauut'i  Diitturit,  J/iil.  ■mu' 
Critital  (London  and  Geneva,  I7J0),  and  Ihe  commeDiaries  of  Sehlur- 
KMBit  (t7u).  BrnKcl  (1740),  Wcttiein  (AtniUtdam,  I7saj.  and  Eichliorn 
(CblllnKea.  1791).  The  liicioiuie  of  the  nineteenih  century  include*  Ihc 
editions ofWoodhouie  (London,  i£o5>:  P.  J.  S.  Vo^l  (Cvmauniaiiimii  y/i. 
di  tf*e.  /ft.,  E>Un|[cn,  iSti-4):  Ewald  (CtmnitHfariMi  .  .  .  tiixntt'iui 
a  triHeui,  iSiS]  1  A.  L.  Maithari  (Goitii;gen,  181S)  1  ZiUliff  (Stolteiit, 
1834-40);  S.  P.  Tte^etlM  ((844):  UoMt  Sluail  >  (ttUS)* :  de  Weite 
(1848) ;  EbtMd  <—  Oliliautcn.  1853)  1  C.  Stem  tlS^)  1  C-  Wotdtwoiih 
(Loodoii.  1860)1  £>  W,  llensaienbere>  (Beilb,  i86i<j|;  J.  Glugow 
(EdiabuiEh,  iG&i):  G.  Volkmaf  l/.Mch,  iS6j)i  Alf<>i>l>  |t86i):  Wolf 
(Innabnck,  1S70):  II.  Kienlen  I1S70);  Kliefolh  (t874);  ).  L.  Fullet 
(1874);  Hofmuin  (1874I1  A.  Bisping  (Miinilet,  1876):  C.  H.  A.  Buts«( 
(■877):  J.  r.  l.ani:c>  (i8;S,  Ene-  U.  1S74)  ;  E.  Rc»u  (1878):  Cwnt* 
(1878)1  S.  Lee  ^Sftaieri  Camm.  iSSi)  i  Wallet  (Freiburg,  t8Si>:  Fh. 
Ktcnicnti  (Ficiborc,  1S8}):  lieck  (1885):  DUtlerdieck  *  (—  Meyet, 
18S7),  Kubcl  (-  Zoeklet,  tSSSti  W.  Millisan  (London,  18189);  Randall 
1/W/i/  CiHiim.  1890)1  F.  S.  Tiefenihal  (1891);  W.  H.  Simcoa  {CCT. 
■893),  and  LindciibrlQ'(i895}.     More  reoeni  (rack*  include  the  ediiioDi  dI 
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E.  W.  Beiuon  {London,  1900) ;  B.  Webs*  (iQOil ;  C.  A.  Soott  {CB.  t^ulft 
A.  Cnmpiin  (V Afvtalyftt  tU  .1.  /«n,  traditlit  tl  aniui/t,  Tournw.  19041; 
Th.  Calniu  (rarii.  (905)':  P.  Wcidnct  (^HMi>/'iri'c>i(,  New  Vork.  1906): 
W.  BouueiM-  M=)".  1906):  H,  B.  S»«ip'  (19071*  ;  II.  P.  Fotba 
(New  V<b1i,  1907) :  Y-  J-  A.  Hoft  (poMhumooi  fiiijmMi.  1907) ;  J.  Wcm' 
{S^r.  1907) :  IlDlUmann-Btuet  VIC*  1908)*  ;  ;.  M.  5.  Baljnn  (Utracht. 
t908)  i  MofTnll  {ECr.  1910) ;  E.  (X  S.  Gib*oa  (Umdon,  1910)  [  A.  lUmaqr 
{WatmiHifr  N7\  1910). 

(*J  StudiM — (i.)l!cnenl : — Scmler'*  AVw  Um/trsiKiimgtn  {HaXU,  1776); 
A.  Tilloch't  Oiittrlatiam  liUrtitufifrji  It  Stuify  a/  ikt  Lamitiagt,  Stnulun, 
aid  CiHtHili  if  tkt  Afaialjipu  <[^ndon,  1823);  Uukt't  ytrmti  mer 
voliitindigm  Biiiahmg  in  dit  OffrHtana^  Joianmit*  [xt^i)' %  £, 
Bochtner,  itirr  ytrfautr  tatd  AhfaittmgiUit  J.  /nU*.  Af»kafypte  tmJtmr 
iO/.  7>/>>  (iSss):  II.  J.  Gilbcr,  VersMci  lintr  kiittr.  Rrktintmg  ,  .  . 
(Hpidelbcrg.  iSs7);  Meijlxfom.  Dt  Optaitriitg  (1863I:  Mancbot,  IKi 
OfftiUarung  JakoHHti  (i!i(S9|i  I-'ttmi,  Earfy  DofI  t/  CiHttianilf  [iSSa, 
ch.  Kxviii.) ;  E.  IU>xI.  Lt  Chiiilianism*  tl  $u  origiu*i  (iSSS,  iv.  pp.  %\^i.')•, 
Cluuffud,  ViifMafypit  ft  tint  iHirrfrHmian  kiiltrijm  (iSSS);  LbJir.  dit 
Offrntamu^  Johamui  (iEqo)  ;  Ml]li|pn,  Dimttant  m  tkt  Afocafy^ 
(London,  1S93) :  S.  D>vidian.  OiiUrus  i/a  Camin.  Mt  Rnrdalian  (t8M)  1 
H.  Serg.  Tit  Drama  e/ tAe  Apxaijrfif  (London.  1894)1  W.  BouiKt  (f^tl 
194-aii);  Sclimlcdcl  (£///.  iji4-i3tS];  K.  C.  fuiW  (Hwtinip'  DS.W. 
IJ9-166)*  ;  E.  C  Sclwyo,  ri4  Ciristiaii  /Wfie/I  and  tAt  /Wfiiitie 
ApotalypM  (1900);  B«ljon  {INT.  pp.  141-16$);  W»cnk'»  Vh.  I.  (Eos. 
tr.)  pp.  jSof.  ;  C.  H.  Gilbert,  7?»  FinI  IiUnfrttert  af  Jitut  (li>oi). 
pp.  J3sf.  i  F.  C  Pottet,  Maiagit  ^  Apet.  Wriirn*  (1901),  pp.  169-396: 
W,  M.  RjLRinx.  Ijilm  U  ikt  Sn'/n  Ciurriti'  <I904)|  G.  Lindci,  dit 
Offtnbarmg  da  JihaHttti  aufpuhUistn  (1905} !  Calnici,  I'apK.  dn«mt  U 
InidilKn  tl  dtvant  la  iHli^iu*  (1907)1  li.  A.  Abbott  {Dial.  2941,  1998. 
S  II}*  t  J.  Bonntl't  Bitairri%iimfia  4*  fafaeaJy^t  (1908);  A.  Kej-nunuri 
ExftitatinH  H^uunnc,  190S) ;  C  W.  Vouw  {BiU.  WrrU,  1907.  yt-^a, 
»90-a99.  "»^.  39-SO.  3"4-ja8|  1  J.  ].  Scoll,  Li'turtt  m  tki  AfttaijfiM 
[1909)1  A.  V.  Gcwn,  T%t  £f*tiUtH  Cantitital  tVriliaft  |t9IO),  pp.  164- 
146;  C.T.Jowett,  TAiAffmfypud/St./siH {1910).  <u. ) on ipock) poinU t 
(d)  lelisious  idtHi — Hndcr'B  J/oron  AlAa  (Ki^,  1779);  A.  Schneld«r'a 
Sltai  mr  Iti  idHt  <U  Fafatafyfit  tatKianf  /a  ftriemu  dt  CkHtl  (StrmBburt, 
■85s):  Dlrck'i  VarltiMHseH  (cd.  H««ib*ch,  l86Ji  Eng.  tr.  1S74): 
Gebhirff*  Z*^r*/fn/ ,fr»-  ^/W/r/w  (1873.  Eng.  Ir.);  Hotkun'*  'd« 
Chrittologie  d.  Apok.'  (7X.  1869^  363-401):  Briix*.  3ftiiiaA  4/ tAt 
AftrUtt  (pp.  1S5-461):  Cone,  Tit  Gaifel  a»d  Hi  Mrtktl  IttUrfrtttrt 
(1893K  pp.  346-36' I  M.  S.  TCTty  (/Ji..  1895,  91-100);  Ho&uuin'i 
VerUmHgm  («d.  LoKiu,  1896);  Ticnch,  CMrn.  m  JC>yi  «  Sntn 
CkiMlui^  (189;)*:  J.  O.  MichM-l,  Di*  GMUiktrrvlafl  ait  Uitatdir 
CruHdttdaiiti  in  Jtr  OfmUtuHg  il44  J»\amtii  (l^eipric  1903) ;  V.  Ermonl, 
'la  criHolO|[U  ddl'  Apoolittc'  \Klv.  d.  Siitn*.  Teei.,  1908,  538-S5>); 
A.  S.  Pnkc,  <  The  Powni  of  Chriil  ia  the  tUrcUtioii  of  John'  [MfamitJttlJ 
CfllTii  Eitayi,  1909, 89-109)  •.  (*)  Irtl,  Mc.  i— C  F.  MutbMl**  AfatalypsU 
Jt*.  /TW  tl  latim  tx  eedbihrni  ituHftiam  miM  txambtalil  (Rip,  I78j)| 
A.    Biifh,     y»iit   ttclMwui    ad   ttxtum   Aftt,    (Copcalwc«a,    ittoo):    F. 
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Delibxh,  Handtikriftt  F-ttde,  i.  ('dk  erasmiKh«D  GnlitclIunBcn  dot 
T*>tM  4.  Apokalj^M  nMhrecwirarn  mui  dcm  nilocrn  K^'Rl^ubton  «odai 
ftcacUint')  1S61  :  llsiuilciicr't  ed.  of  riunaiJiis  in  Zaho't  F»riti*infiat 
tmr  CtifA.  d.  NTHiktH  A'antnt!  liv.  >-»«)*;  S.  Wda,  '  di«  Job.- 
A|M4Alypw,  Kttlirltltchc  UntcrKhuiieeo  unil  T«ithti*tcll.'  {TU.  vil.  i, 
tS^O'i  Gouuoi'*  Tktttleg.  Studia  (fucieulu*  i.,  'Apoc.  S.  job.  kpwioli 
vctwoMhidick')!  U.  H.  Gllbrrt  {Bibl.  »'erld.  189$,  i<if.,  ii4f.,  'The 
Originality  of  (he  Apoolypie ') ;  Cwyna,  T^t  Af»(j!jfu  »/  S.  ytAtt  in 
Sxriar  (189:)  •;  J.  It.  Biiboiw  [iliil.  Werid.  1899.  3i6-3»S.  'The 
Mfwcturs and  l«»c>iin|;  o{  the  ApocalypK*);  T.  C  Laughlin,  Tii Sfttdimt 
»f  th*  Afalafyptt  (Piincclon,  1901);  F.  Ptimet,  Tkt  />ramt  tf  tit  Aftf- 
»ljf*t  (1903):  DelapotW,  Fra^nunli  Sahm.}iHi  du  AfT  Afietafyfu  {Pua, 
1906) ;  F.  C  Conyt^nfc,  Tit  ArauHttit  lixi  of  Xtvfialiui  (Lonclun,  1907 ; 
T«i  uid  TiutUiion  Sociciy). 

S  t.  Otiilime  and  eoHtenti.—{(i^.  F.  Palmer,  Th<  Drama  ef 
tht  Apocaiypse,  1905,  and  Swctc,  pp.  xkix-xU.) 

ii-k  44     proloGue. 

I**  tritlon  o(   hnivn,   wiih  John*a  commiuion   (o   write   lo  mvco 

Aiialic  diufcbci'  U. 
a'-j'*  Ephovu,  Sniynu,  Pcrpmos,  Thyaltn,  Sudii,  PliiUddphip,, 

■nd  I.aodic««. 
V-S"*        TOp'on  or  heaven,  iDUodudnE 
e*"**  the  |i1ague«  of  the  Mvcn  wals — 

(■)  the  white  botte  (Piuthian  mid], 
(a)  the  led  hone  (wat  and  bloodshed), 

(3)  the  Uack  horae  (hinine), 

(4)  the  livid  horie  (poiilcnce), 

(5)  the  KiuU  of  the  ilain, 

(6)  the   eanhqiulte   and    eelipse  (the   la«t    Day,    panic   «f 
kioghetc). 

iDtcnnetio ; — 

T*^  tailing  of  redeemed  on  earlh, 

7*^  bliu  of  redeemed  in  heaven. 

ff"  (7)  Ihe  ittenM  {ominoui  paoie  tat  halt  an  hour), 

vinon  of  heaven,  an  cpltode  of  ancnla,  inoodudng 
the  pUguaof  the  kvco  ItumpeU— 
ji)  eatlh  (nhowct  of  bloody  hail  and  (iri:). 
(1)  Ka  (volcanic  bomb), 
{3)  Breaini  and  ipringt  (poitooed  by  to«ch.like  meteoth 

(4)  Odlpw  (parlUI). 

(5)  demonie  loeuiu, 
(4)  demonic  cavaliy  (Patihifto  invaiion). 

InteimcEzo: — 

cplaode  <iru|ieU  Mid  ■  boehbt 
11*''*  the  apooilyptc  of  the  trnn^^fntptt. 

'  Cpi.  G.  Lvnpakit,  01  irtA  iartpn  r4t  dr#iaXtf|(«wi,  Ifnt  Wtaplt,,  tpflwM, 
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IS'* 

16'-*' 


[7}  Toliei  &nd  vliloni  in  heaven,  introducing 
■he  dragon  at  Salu).  war  in  hfarcn, 

{iht  Br*»i  fiom  the  tm,  the  dn4[on'i  vlce-nfnll  ^^^  ^^  tanh. 
Ihe  8c*>1  rrom  the  Und,  the  vicC't«i;«n['»  &lly.   I 
Inttnnnio ; — 

bliu  of  redeemed  in  hc«ve*i, 
epixMle  of  niBeU  in)  dooa  on  earth 
vkion  of  hoven,  mn  cpjioilv  of  •nscli.  introducin|[ 
Ihe  ptepin  uf  the  tcven  bowli— on 
(0  e>rth   (adhcrenli   of   CxMr-cult   puni^cd   by    noimnii 

alom), 
(1)  sea  (pinsnnod  hf  coa|[uU(ed  blood) 
(3)  streami  and  ipiingi  (turned  IdIo  blood), 
(4I  tun  (acotehlne  heal), 
{51  ihronc  of  the  Beail  [darVneiB). 
(6)  Guphratu  (drinl  up  In  ficililile  r«lhtiA  Invation), 
I7]  ait  (ttorm  and  comilc  colUpM). 
viiioniofdootn  on 

M  Ihe  realm  of  Ihe  Bnti  <Koino) — 
a  taunl-ung  of  doom  on  milb  * 
a  triumph -nng  in  beftven— 
(*|  the  Btmi  and  hli.  alliet. 
U)  the  dragon  01  Satan  and  hi*  adherenU.f 
risont  of 
{d)  the  jjteai  while  ihtMie, 
(t)  the  new  heivcn  and  oulhf 
(i")  the  new  Jenualera. 
epilogue. 

The  outcome  of  the  opening  vision  (■*'■)  is  s  commbsion 
to  write  charges  to  seven  churches  or  Western  Asia  Minor  {'-])■ 
As  the  Ronutn  emperors  addressed  letters  to  the  Asiatic  dties 
or  corporations  (tlie  inscripliuns  mention  at  leut  six  to  Ephcsut, 
seven  (o  Pergaroos,  three  to  Smyrna,  etc. ;  cp.  Deissmuin's 
ZjVA/  vom  OtifHt  pp^  174  r.)t  so  Jesus  the  heavenly  icifnot  com* 
municaies  through    John  his   inxtructions  to  these  Christian 

*  ThU  mo^initiccnl  dramalii:  lyiic,  after  a  ihorl  pielude  (tt.)-*),  and  • 
Mann  of  triumph  over  the  opptenof's  fall  {n.**),  deicribe*  Ihe  wail  of  hingi 
(yv.*"J,  merthanta  (vv.  ""),  and  teifarinc  mm  lvv."-*|,  like  Fjekiefi 
well-known  doom-song  orer  the  bll  of  Tyre.  The  doune  hue*  (tt,"*) 
rividly  pvttray  Ihi  Milden,  violoDt,  and  incvocablt  doom  of  lh>  Qrandeui 
lha[  was  Rome. 

tThe  author  wetdi  loeethei  heee  the  two  nytholopcal  tndiiiooi  of  («t 
a  trmpoiBfy  rrttraint  of  the  evil  power,  and  (l|  a  trmpoiatr  wurtink  re%n. 
osinif  the  laltct  in  order  to  peovide  a  special  reward  for  Ihe  manyra.  TUs 
re-arrangement  obllgrt  him  lo  connect,  though  vi^uely,  Ibe  Cog  and  Magcg 
lei^nd  with  ihe  recrudcKence  of  Suaa,  and  alto  to  poRpone  the  cemrreedMi 
lilt  after  the  meuianic  interraL 
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communities.*  The  Kene  then  changes  (4*).  The  churches 
and  ibeir  anttels  give  place  to  a  fresh  tableau  of  the  heavenly 
penetralia  (4'5).  The  prophet  is  admitted  to  the  celestial 
presence-chamber,  where  Christ  as  the  redeemer  of  his  people 
KceiTGs  the  book  of  Doom.t  which  he  alone  can  open  and 
read.  At  the  breaking  of  each  of  the  seven  seals  of  this  roll,  somL- 
fresh  woe  is  chronicled  (6),  the  sixth  biritig  the  great  day  of 
God's  wrath.  Hltc  the  writer  relieves  the  strain  by  a  consoling 
rhapsody  (7'*  •■"),  which  lifts  the  eye*  of  the  faithful  over  the 
fiaaro  and  rocks  of  the  rapids  in  which  they  were  tossing  to  the 
quiet,  sunlit  pool  of  heavenly  bliss  beyond.  I'hc  seventh  woe 
drift*  over,  however,  into  a  fresh  cycle  of  catastrophes,  introduced 
by  mimpet-pcals  from  seven  angels  (8-9),  The  sixth  of  these 
K  also  fUlowed  by  an  eitlr'acte  (to^i  i")  of  contidenible  length, 
in  which  the  personality  of  the  seer  emerges  on  earth  instead  of 
(since  4')  in  heaven.  A  colossal  jin,  bestriding  earth  and  sea, 
gives  htm  a  PiftKapiiiw  whose  enigmatic  contents  he  has  to 
digest.  The  fresh  series  of  visions  which  now  opens  it  con- 
cerned with  the  two  protagonists  of  the  final  struggle,  the 
messiah  of  Satan  or  the  Beast  and  the  metsiah  of  God.  The 
former  is  introduced  in  a  foiled  attack  of  antichrist  on  messiah's 
forerunners  (ii^-)i  *'''^  ^^^^  ii)  "^  equally  futile  onset  of  the 
dragon  or  Satan  on  messiah  himself  (ti).  The  Roman  empire, 
as  Satan's  delegate  on  earth,  then  appears  on  the  scene  (i3).t 
Here  is  the  crisis  of  the  world !  The  imjterial  jJoweT.  with  its 
demand  for  worship,  is  confronted  by  an  undaunted  nucleus  of 
Christians,  and  the  prophet  breaks  off.  in  characteristically 
prolcptic  faihion,  to  paint  their  final  bliss  (i4>^)  and  the  corre- 

'The  cpittoluy  (orni  into  which  the  Apocml/psc  13  thiowo  it  merely 
iaiendtd  <q>>  Zahn,  MT".  11!.  )oo|  lo  ilmw  that  It  wu  RK>m  for  circulation 
primsrlly  In  llie  churches  of  Aiia  Minor. 

t  In  Ihc  fonn  ot  ■  p>pj-nis-[i>ll  «t  6Tta0iypa^ot  (cp.  BUu'i  AMKn*  Mv 
Att-Htb.  Btiihvtttn.  j6  (.  i  E.  Maude  Thoii.pnon'*  Palae^iafky,  J6-40,  and 
E.  J.  Coodipeod,  JBL.,  190^,  70-74).  iwl  of  »  code*  in  book.fbtm  (to 
rKvntly  Zahn). 

{Even  here  the  (irit  Bmt  (t.*.  the  Ronun  empire]  li  Identilicd  with  one 
«■(  it*  hia^t  (Of  eiiipeiort).  i.t.  Neio,  who  ii  a  Itawtly  (Ij^bj*)  of  the  [.amb 
(hli  retuiTcaion  heralding  the  final  conflid  of  God  and  the  papn  powerl, 
llcoee,  whitevn  the  numljct  666  on^\t>ii,\y  manl  aa  a  lUlve  paiody  nf  (he 
Bcnd  nuRibtr  leven,  the  piophcl  cryptically  and  cabbaliiiically  idenliriex  (I 
with  the  human  penonalily  of  Nero  (cp.  the  trrcnt  diKuuion  lij  rini  ii. 
ZJ^W.,  1901,  aj6  f..  I90i.  364  f-.  and  E.  Vltchci,  itid.,  190J,  167  f.,  1904, 
74  (.),  luing  the  bTourite  methodi  of  Rematria  and  ifopaephia. 
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tponding  tortures  reserved  Tor  their  impious  opponents  (u**). 
At  this  point  the  kntcidoscope  of  the  risions  ag&in  ihids 
tbruplly.  In  a  cjcte  of  horrors,  in  which  the  clcnumt  o( 
fantasy  becomes  more  ornate  than  ever,  seven  angcis  drench 
the  world  of  men  and  nature  with  the  anger  of  Cod.  which  can 
no  longer  be  repressed  (15-16).  The  impenitence  of  the  world 
icftches  its  ctimax  in  the  policy  of  the  Roman  city  and  cmpir:-, 
and  the  prophet  describtis  in  rapid  succession  the  doom  or 
Rome  (17-18)  at  the  hands  of  the  Beast  and  his  allies,  the 
horrible  fate  of  the  latter  (19),  and  finally  the  overthrow  of  the 
Sutan  who  had  instigated  both  (>o'''°).  Tlie  general  renirrcf 
tion  and  judgment  which  follow  (10"'")  usher  in  the  ctoong 
description  of  the  heavenly  Wms  rescued  for  the  saints  (3i*-»a»). 
which  the  poet  describes  in  genuine  Semitic  fashion.  From  the 
smoke  and  pain  and  heat  of  the  preceding  scenes  it  is  a  relief 
to  pass  into  the  clear,  clean  atmosphere  of  the  eternal  morning 
where  the  breath  of  heaven  is  sweet  and  the  vast  dty  of  Cod 
sparkles  like  a  diamond  in  the  radiance  of  his  presence.  The 
epilogue  (11'*')  sounds  tlie  two  characteristic  m»tift  of  the 
book,  vii.  its  vital  importance  as  an  inspired  scripture,  tnd  the 
nearness  of  the  end  which  [t  predict*. 

Undenieath  this  general  unity  of  conception  and  aim,  bow- 
ever,  there  arc  incongruities  and  vacillations  in  the  symbolism, 
isolated  alhitions,  unrelated  predictions  left  side  by  side,  and 
episodical  passages,  which  in  several  cases  denote  planes  of 
religious  feeling  and  atmospheres  of  historical  outlook,  dilTering 
not  sin)[]ly  from  their  context  but  from  one  anotlter.  These 
features,  together  with  the  absence  or  comparative  absence  of 
distinctively  Christian  traits  from  one  or  two  secdofU,  the 
variations  of  christological  climate,  the  juxtaposition  of  di«panue 
materials,  and  the  awkward  transitions  at  one  point  after  another, 
show  that  source-criticism  of  some  kind  is  necessary  in  order 
to  aocoont  for  the  literary  and  psychological  data.  John's 
apocalypse,  like  most  of  its  class,  is  composite  (see  above,  p.  40). 

Is,  Smnf^rMeiim.  —  Suivtyt  by  H.  J.  Holutnwin  (//7.,  1891, 
5M>r.),  BMtdcDipcreci  {ZTA:,  tVqt,  a^-sjo).  A.  Ilincht  {fUt  /l/tiafyftt 
wad  tin  mtuiU  h'rilik.  1895).  Huimi  {AJT.,  1S9S,  776-Soi),  Moflail 
{Mf/i:  i>p.  677-689,  uid  Kxf.  1909,  M«.<Ji),  A.  Mcy«  (,TJ{.,  1897.  47  f.. 
91  r.,  1907,  136  f.,  iSi  r.),  TMtcr  (HiuUDe*'  DB.  Iv.  S4af.).  BoBUM 
(ppL  108-119];  Iloltuniinn-Bauor  \HC.*  iv.  390-394):  wlvenc  dbcuuloM 
1^  Boron  \/tnntt  dt  Ihffligit  tt  fiAi/siefJUe,  iSS;,  319-361),  Be)«cMic  f  JA*., 
1SS8,  loa-ijS}.  Duitcrdieck  [GC^.,  tVSg,  5S4  f-X  ^  C  Uoon  {JB/. 
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1S91,  M-43).  Milligan  {Duttuiitm  m  tAt  Afttafyftt,  1893,  17-74). 
M.  S.  Terry  KJHL.,  tS94.  91-100).  M.  Knhlhofcr  {Ok  Simluit  ia 
jlftimixf',  >903),  and  ]>oquicr  (/AT.  iv.  361-576), 

The  nwiD  uuljnci  of  Ibc  book  may  be  claniiied  u  followi : — 
(a)TlKcaniplUtli>n-hypaih(ui<  pokiii  tcvrnl  (liily  independent  Kiuroe*, 
'hkb  liave  bcoa  piMcd  locelhci  by  ■  icdiictor  or  by  tuocculvc  leiUeliMii. 
cHlics  of  itiii  tchnol  find  Iwn  Jewith  touicei.  So.  t.g.,  O.  J.  WeyUnd 
(7T.,  18S6,  454-470;  Omnrriingt  in  lemfilatit-kyfelArsm,  elc,  1SS8) 
MO  dinniui  nddiiion*  (f,  *,d.  100)  in  1'*  "•  »■  »  j-3,  f-'*  (6'-  "j  9"  io» 
,,«k.  ■•  ,jii.  IT*  ,^i->  ,.1.  **  16*-'^  '■'  "■■  ■■  i7<*  19''"^  ■*■■  la*^  "-'^  >*-■■, 
wd  two  touca  in  M  (a-h.  81)  =  1.4'-^  6-8,  9.  11"""  14"  ij*  i6'""»  I4>** 
17-18,  i*'-*!!*^*!'"-"-";  3{A.n.  69)  =  i«>'-(i"i»-i3,  u*"  rs*-*  I6*'* 
rtfc  I9>'-"  joi-ai*!  Vlini^-x  {Annala  d>  BiHiagr.  Tk/ttogU,  i8»8.  pp. 
4)-«S).  >nd  0.  IloIUminn  (in  Sude's  CtuMiiMi  Jiraiti,  il.  65S  (.].  <»<''  K. 
Kohl«r  [/nriiA  £inyi!eftrdia,  i.  390  f.),  alio  postuUlf  Iwo  Jewish  taann; 
ImI  after  WeyUnd  lhi>  view  hu  be«i  beW  put  \tj  f.iigen  de  Fiye  {Ut 
Afatafyfu /uitti,  1891.  pp.  tyi  f.),  who,  working  klong  the  Iirm  indicsird 
by  SpiltA,  diiiinf^iihes  an  uionymoui  Jeiviih  apoolypa«  in  y'**  8*-9"  to'*' 


^Ldufing 


»■■* 


•mtien 


ibe  Mormy  icign  of  CBligula  :  and  another,  alto  of  Jewiih  orfein.  in 
,0>»-*-»-'i|i'*'«-'>  u'*-"  ij_i6"-"-"  17-19^  »!»-"»)•»,  wriliendoM 
to  *.n.  70.  He  eoirccily  t<ct  tlial  4-6  bic  intrparahlc  from  I-3,  containing 
•eveial  atlutioni  to  the  laKer  and  paitakine  of  the  nine  ChrUlian  apirit  and 
«yle.  ThfM*  Jewish  lourcn  ar«  pcnlulaled  by  P.  W.  Schmidt  [Ammn- 
ttaifm  itrr  dU  Krmfieii'icn  dir  Ojtmhanmg  Jikamut,  1891)1  one  in 
,>-7*,  another  in  S'-ii"  (lo'-n'*  being  an  iiuertlon),  and  a  third  in  ii'-tQ* 
I'-ai*,  with  an  anti-Pauline  Chiiitian  author  in  a-3  aod  nibsequenl 
editorial  wvrk  in  I  and  13*'''.  Thit  coniplicated  Khenie  «-ai 
tnfTCvnnent  upon  Spilia't  triple  diTJaoo  \Dii  Offnit^rttng  da  Jilumntt 
Mmltriitikt.  18S9):  into  *a  cn'ginst  apocatypw  of  John  Mirk,  1'.  a.D.  61 
(  =  1*4.  M.  J.3.  41-0  ji-i*  6"-"  8'  7»-"  19^"*  **^  '"■  *-").  in  whirf'  ilie 
Cbriuian  rtdactor  under  Trajan,  betide*  numeioui  additioni  \,*.i.  i'"*-  ''*• 
m  ]t.  u,  n.  »-•  jt-*.  »■».  ni.  | jt-is  j^k^j.  ti»-ii  i^i-u  ^-t  ],m.  «v4  jjI^  »■■•. 

■*^^),  ineorpotaled  not  only  an  apocalypc  of  63  i.e.  ('bulk  of  I0<it, 
,^i*.ii.  >».»  ,ji4.  *  ,6.-u.  n.  >  lyM  ,81-M   ,9i«.  w  „Mr  „i*  ii,_  tm  , 

C*lIXul>-spoc>lyp«e  of  A.D.  40  (s?'"*  S*""  9'n  lo"*  •-'  ii"-  '•  ij»*'J«. 
■•■It  iji*  ii-it  ni-J.  n.  *■'<•  le*"-  ■*■"*■  "-■  i^i'-"'-  »*  aoi*  '-t  jii.  w), 
J.  WciM  (Air  OffmharuHg  its  Jakainuj,  1904)  mckccone  of  Ml  two  tourcei 

'jrwWi.Tta.,  ■  compotiic  prophetic  work  (i-.  k.\>.  7o)sia,  ii'''»  ii'-*-  "■" 
(■3''')  '5->9-  ll*""!  (Iiii  waa  incorporated  with  the  orlpnal  apocalypte  of 
John  the  prabjtfr  (*.».  6s-7o)  =  i*«-  P"^  •"'»  J-j,  4-S,  6-7.  fl.  u'-"  i»"'" 
(I4'"*)  U*"*  so'"""  "'"  »i'""»J**  "■,  by  a   DomiiiaDie  ndMtoi  or  editor, 

,  atio  doited  to  t*lly  the  Aualic  churchct  during  the  Flai4ui  crkli.     Bnuton 


^  •  W.  Brtltkn«(/Vtf«rf.  KirrkrnuHunt,  iS96,6;3r,68o  f.,70jf,,  JJJf.) 
went  one  better :  the  Lamb,  in  one  of  his  four  Jewliih  touteet,  ii  even  hehl  to 
)wT«  dnoctil  the  people  ol  ItiuL  C.  Ranch  \,iit  Offiniartmf  dit  Jtlaiuiti, 
llaatkm,  1894)  liad  alnBdy  diicoTcrtd  fire  Uhind  a  J««i»h  apocilyfae  of 

LA.r>.  69. 
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i^n  [£tHda  mr  DamU  tt  FAfttafyftt,  1908,  ninimariuns  hti  p>«<noDt 
siuiIlcs)  hold*  (tut  both  of  M*  (HebKw)  toutcn  woe  ChriMlui,  tho  one 
lN«<.nic)=io'-'-»'"  ii''»- "•  w'-U-  14*  ,5M,6».i».»b  i7«_i9i,9H.jo". 
the  olher  {cp.  STQK.,  i9o9.  171-187;  a  pMthumiiui  work   of  John  the 


•po«lle,tompa«»dby«(li*eiple)  =  i"-a-3.4'-io'  lo**-'  ii'*-'»i4* 


'19*" 


al'-*  a»'-'*^  '*■"■  "-"j  ihc  editor  dovr-uiled  ihe  one  inlo  the  oihct  Md 
mide  Bltentiont  in  both  u  well  u  uliliiion&  V'bltet't  litnl  uuljvi  (Atr 
OgriAartag  itt  Jtkanaii.  Htu  tmltriiMAl  tmt  trtljrt,  1904)  >ppRniniatc* 
tu  thU  type  of  diiiciHn,  by  poitulntiriE  a  ChrltlUn  BpocUypM  of  John  Haik 
if.  A.D.  6$).  uid  in  apocaJypK  of  Cninthut  (u  early  as  A.D.  7(\sia'''* 
I7'-"  ii'-"  is'"*  is"**  i6'«  i9»-si«),  which  were  >ucceBhdr  oditel 
uniler  Tnjan  ftnd  Hadrltn. 

(£}  A  ntrplified  variant  nf  the  compililion-lheOTy  I*  the  Jewiib  ami 
ChfialiaB  hypathnii  which  potit*  only  one  JewUh  ohetnal.  Tbn*  Vitchn 
('  Die  OffenbarunE  Jahanncs  eine  jodiiehe  Apk.  tn  chriulkhei  Baubeteuof ,' 
Tt/.  a.  3,  ltiS6,  Mcund  ed.  189s)  traced  a  Qiritlian  editor's  hand  {t^,  in 
(i.jM  5»-u  ^Mi  iiB>   ijii  ijt-n  1(1*  »-u  ,A>*  iji*  r9*-»  »•-•»■•  Jt*** 

IB  ii*->i,  and  the  Lamh-paiwgci)  viatkini  on  an  earllet  Aramaic  JewUb 
Bpocnlj'pte  of  (he  teventh  decadei  utnilarly  Hamaek,  Rovtn  {TT.,  i88y, 
6i6-£j4).  Mmineau  (&d/ 1/ /fiut«ri^,  ii7-»7],  an  anonynMOt  wrHei  in 
2ntieAriji/H'aJt.  mil.  (iSSj),  i67C.iS.  Davidson</A'r.  n.  is«t.  ;  Aiwnaie 
Jewith  apocalypse  translated  and  edited),  and  von  Sodeo  {IffT.  338  L  : 
Jewiih  apocalypM,  '  writicii  between  May  and  AugiMt  of  the  year  a.P,  70.*' 
8'-33*,  edited  and  altered  by  John  the  preibytcr  andei  Domltlut,  with  a 
lew  later  ediioiial  note*  ftom  anoihei  hand  in  l'"*  eft), 

)(}  According  to  the  i()cor)»i3iion' theory,  the  Apoe.  ii  nbrtuitUlf  a 
literary  unity,  but  it  Incotponitci  Kvcral  earlief  fnfmcMi  of  JawUi  o* 
Jcwiah  Chiistiao  ongin.  Thoe  are  tariouily  diMMangled,  bn  there  1»  a 
fubiluilial  agreement  upon  motl.  Aecordlnf;  to  Weiidclter  (^^.  i,  173  CI. 
who  fiat  propounded  the  hypcithctii,  they  lie  Id  7*^  ii'-"  |»-I3.  mil  17. 
Sabatlcr  {Lti  trigiius  lilUrairtt  tt  la  rtmfeiilian  dt  FAfvtt/ffM,  1S88) 
found  Jewiih  fragments  in  11^^"  H-13,  14''''  i6"-'*-  ••  l7"-t9»  i9"-ao'* 
3iVti>;  Scl>6alL-trttiiu  dt  r^ffifofyfK,  1887),  lew  evieniinly  In  >■■->■ 
u'l-  i^'and"!  and  Pfledetef  (£^.  u,  tSt  I.)  in  ti-14.  17-18,  and  ii"- 
33*.  TM*  line  of  criticism  i*  followed  by  Etoutact,  JUIicher  (Jim/,  ft  u), 
C  A.  Soolt,  F.  C.  Portet,  MeGiflert  (^,*.  633  f.),  A.  Meyer,  E.  A.  Abbott. 
iUJon  (/AT,  241-36$),  Wrede  [SntiUlitinj;  dtr  Sriri/lm  At  NT,  103-1041, 
Scfamiedel.  and  dimes,  amnni^i  otheii  \  of  all  Ibr  tbeorin  it  does  bmu 
justice  to  th*  llnguitilc  unity  on  the  one  hand,  and  to  the  dlipaiate  pbenoanena 
of  the  teat  upon  the  olhcf. 

C.  A.  SiigiifM^/iidif/i**  AfetlUt,  iSs-46i)<lMec1*alDuifoUedilii^. 
with  rcdactional  mattrt,  t.g.,  in  l'"*  and  ii"*-",  of  earlln  (maioly  Heberw) 
•poealypMS,  written  prior  to  a.  d.  70,  the  Utat  beinf;  a  (ptcJAl  Miice  wriliea 
t?  the  apostle  John  (including  I'-j).  Acconlini;  to  a  more  recent  theory 
(B.W.  Bacon,  Fnrtk  G»tftl Ut  Rtuarthand  Iktata,  1910,  157  f-),  1-3  and 
aa*^  arc  *imply  a  pcoto)^  and  cplloj^e  added  by  tcene  EpheaiBii  editor  to 
Envca  tlie  Palestiniaii  apocalypw  with  apostolic  aoihority :  biit  ihey  do  not 
daim  apwtolic  authority,  and  theli  link*  with  4~m*  are  not  luolien  ao  eaaily. 
Not  b  the  theory  that  Juhn't  eaily  marlyrdoin  noderiies  1 1'*"  at  aJI  ptaililWn 
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Tlie  ■even  citin  or  their  chufclm  dlacppcit  with  4*'-,  ind  i)i«  bullc  of  iha 
apoctlj-pM  U  ccrUlnlf  ■  lolc  of  two  (.itici,  Babylnn  and  Jcnialnn :  hat 
tbdc  ut  no!  p1>)-^  olT  acBinK  one  uiolhcr,  and  the  ipeciil  plimuiDena 
of  V'li'aic  (lol  nuOidcnl  10  dUpiovc  Identity  0/  authnnhlp  In  t-J +  »*•"'' 
and 4'-*i*.  Baoan  lindt  uaea ol  the  EpheiUn  cditot  in  4*  5'  J*" 9"  1 1'-  • 
I  J*  15'  I7*"l9"«c. 

Baith  (fiia/.  950-376)  (iplairu  the  difforenl  cime-alludoiu  In  the  book 
by  the  ilmpler  cipedicni  (iSitr  Grotiot)  of  conjcctatjng  that  John  revised  and 
iciuued,  under  Dumiiian,  an  apoolypte  ohich  he  had  already  {thoitly  befoie 
74)  oompoMd  for  ihe  tniullfr  audience  of  lh«  A>b>tlc  chuichen.  H.  8. 
Workman  (Arm/wv  in  fit  Early  CinnA,  p.  46,  cp.  pp.  35S~35S)  more 
inpniomlj  propoaei  to  (eoandle  the  oonflicling  evidence  for  Ihe  dale  by 
(ogpabis  that  "  while  lh«  apocalypac  iraa  mainly  written  In  or  about  69 
(certainly  bcfote  ;o],  Ihe  oppoitunitirs  for  a  convict  in  ratmcs  lo  tnuumit 
tuch  a  irotk  to  ihe  mainland  were  few, — Ihe  letlen  to  llie  aeven  churchei 
would  be  thort  notes  lent  tcpatately,  caiily  concciilcd, — md  conM(|tienl]y  the 
pabHcatiDn  of  the  work  as  n  whole  in  Aiia  was  not  until  95  or  so." 

WellhatiseQ't  anHlyiit  {Anafyu  dtr  Off—karmg  /iAannii,  1907)  is  more 
campiei.  The  Domitianic  author,  he  atEuei.  edited  even  the  letters  to  the 
seven  chuichca  \.t.g.  in  Ihe  promim  of  1*"  etc.  and  l'»^  ■*-"  3"^  '*■'»  "-"), 
■s  well  at  the  »cvtn  wait  (interline,  t.g.,  7,  S""-*,  7'''  heliiK  a  (C|nrate  frag- 
ment) and  the  lei-eti  iiumpett  (in  9"''  ''^).  changed  the  oriijinal  ChrlM  ol 
10*^  into  an  angel,  and  incorporated  Iwu  Jewish  fracments  from  A.D.  yo  In 
II'-*  (otscle  of  XraloK)  and  ii  (I'hailwic,  editorial  louche*  In  la"*^  and 
eHewheie),  boide*  doubting  the  originil  single  witneie  |>  Elijah)  of  the 
Jewish  source  in  1 1*"",  and  the  ariginal  single  Beail  of  the  Jewish  source  in 
I  J.  FuilbM  editorial  touches  are  detected  In  15'"*  and  In  the  present  le>t 
of  Ihe  seven  bowU  source  (^f.  b  tfi*""'  "■") ;  to  17,  at  in  11,  two  separate 
Jewish  Boiitccs  have  been  pieced  togelliet;  the  brushwork  of  edilorul 
Chrisrian  touchm  i*  found  in  tS"*  »•  19"-"  ;  the  Jewtth  aooroe  in  »'■" 
baibrencotoiiredby  the  Chriitiio  ediiorin  jo**  »■  »■  "■  it'-ii'iscci1ai(ily 
compctd  by  the  apocal^pliil  himsell,  but  sa""".  like  1''*,  must  be  the  KOrtk 
of  MBC  farther  redactor,  lot  whom  the  foutlh  evangelist  »m  the  •pocalyplisL 
The  latter  wrote  under  Domitiao- 

Ovcrprcdsion  and  arbitrary  canons  of  literary  analysis  have 
handicapped  mo«t  of  these  theories.  "  DifTcrcnces  of  style 
utxtoabtedly  exist,  in  different  poilions  of  Revelation,  but  not 
A  tcnlh  part  of  such  dilTercnccs  as  separate  TTu  Tempest  fToni 
RUhard  ti.  In  conirast  with  all  the  other  books  of  Ihe  NT, 
the  ApocalypM;  of  John  is  written  in  a  language  of  its  own,  a 
blend  of  Hebraic  Greek  and  remacular  Greek,  defiant  of 
graumar.  Its  pcculiatilies  stamp  the  whole  work — barring  a 
few  phrasi;3— 25  not  only  conceived  by  one  mind  but  also 
wriilcn  by  one  h^nd  "  (E.  A.  Abbott,  Diat.  3941,*  xxiii.;  cp. 
GaDots,  RB.,  1894.  3S7-374)-  This  lense  of  stylistic  unity  Cells 
agiaiau  noM  forms  of  the  compilaitOD-hypothesis,  for  exampli^ 
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but  it  don  not  rule  out  the  view  that,  while  the  Apocalypse  h 
neither  a  litemry  conglomerate  nor  a  mechanical  blend  of  eariier 
shieds  and  paichet,  it  contains  nol  timpl)-  divergent  tndJtions 
but  earlier  sources  which  have  been  worked  over  f«  the  proplMt'i 
own  purpoie.  He  has  wrought  at  an  editor  no  lesi  than  as  a 
transcriber  of  personal  visions.  In  some  parts  the  Apocatypae  is 
not  a  vision  at  all.  It  represent  not  only  the  literary  embcilislv 
ment  of  what  the  writer  remembered  he  had  seen  in  momenU  of 
ecstasy,  but  the  re-setting  of  fragments  which  were  current  and 
honoured  in  the  circle  where  he  moved. 

One  further  consideration  falls  to  be  noted  at  thi«  point. 
The  unsatisfactoiy  results  of  the  source-crilicism  of  ihc  Apocalypse 
have  not  limply  been  due,  as  in  the  case  of  Acts,  to  a  prosaic 
Western  and  ultra-rigid  conception  of  what  an  earljr  Oriental 
author  could  have  written,  There  are  other  causes,  (i.)  The 
criterion  of  Jewish  or  Christian  it  hazardous  in  a  )>ook  which 
deals  with  cschalology,  where  no  primitive  Christian  could  work 
without  drawing  upon  Jewish  traditions,  in  themselves  neither 
stereotyped  nor  homogeneous.  Though  a  given  passage  may 
not  be  couched  in  Christian  language,  it  docs  not  necessarily 
come  from  a  Jcwithpen.  The  Jewish  nucleusof  the  Apocalypse. 
e.g.,  cannot  be  disentangled  by  the  naive  expedient  of  cutting  out 
all  references  to  the  Lamb,  etc  A  closer  cxamitution  of  its 
conlenu  reveals  omissions  whidi  prove  unmistakably  a  non- 
Jewish  origin ;  e^.  the  lacV  of  any  reference  to  the  prevalent 
categofy  of  the  htv  <khs,  the  return  of  the  ten  tribes,  the  con- 
temporary Jewish  wail  over  (he  cessation  of  sacrifice  after  Ai>.  70 
(cp.  Apoc  Bar  ie}%  the  expiatory  function  of  the  martyn' 
death,  and  the  law  (cp.  Charles'  note  on  Apoc  Bar  ij*).  (ti.) 
InCOmequence  of  a  certain  kind  is  one  of  the  psychological 
phenomena  of  visions,  and  (iii.)  any  transcript  of  theae, 
especially  by  a  poetic  nature,  is  certain  to  reflect  the  changes 
which  oomewer  the  spirit  of  religious  as  well  as  of  other  dreamt 
(iv.)  Many  of  the  inconsistencies  and  ir>oo«gruitiea  were  due  to 
the  bet  that  the  author,  as  an  apocalyptist,  inherited  old  tndi- 
liont  which  not  only  had  passed  through  various  phases  bel>Ofe 
they  reached  him,  but  had  to  be  re-adapted  to  a  later  situation. 
The  last  named  consideration  was  first  staled  by  Gunkel  in  his 
epoch-nuking  Sihif/ting  yd  Ckaes  (1S95),  and  ever  since  tbea 
^  principles  of  the  rrligiaiugrsekiditlidu  school  have  been 
recognised  in  the  best  titerary  criticism  of  the  Apocalypse  with 
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exc«ll«nt  Tesulti.  Gunkel's  work  did  not  supenede  analytic  literary 
criticism  here  any  mote  than  in  the  case  of  Genesis ;  it  rather 
corrected  aji  ulitaliterafy  >iiax.  Ke  himself  failed  to  allow 
enough  for  the  feferencn  to  contemporary  hbtory  (cp.  Well- 
buuen's  critique  in  Skiiun  und  Vorarbtitrn,  vi.  115  f.)  ;  he  made 
extnvagani  daimt  for  the  B^ibylunian  origin  of  the  tradition* 
(espedally  in  ch.  11);  and,  at  first,  he  failed  to  allow  enough 
for  the  ciemeni  of  genuine  prophetic  Tision  and  experiences  in 
the  book.  But  it  is  only  in  the  light  of  the  principles  which  he 
bid  bftra  that  a  due  estimate  can  be  formed  of  the  seer's  method 

tin  dealing  with  his  material. 
Tlw  tiadllioM  «mp1oy«d  in  lh«  book  reach  back  primarily  to  OT 
praphedcsllketbaw  of  DuiJcl,  EickicI,  and  ZcchBriihi  Mvcnlof  Uic  ▼uioni 
inplx  that  ihe  imt  had  brcn  bii>o<Jin|>  over  wich  icriplum.  Uul  neilhfr 
Ihcir  thapt  nor  Ihrir  conlent  li  eiplicablc  ap<ut  from  a  wider  luc  of  audi 
Uadiiluni  ai  were  current  in  pteudcpigiapha  like  Enoch  and  booki  of  the 
later  Judaiam  like  Tobit  anil  the  I'uiliec  of  Soliimon.  There  »re  alw 
vkment*  akin  to  Zoroaitiian,  Babjlonun,  Greek,  and  E|[ypliiin  etchklotiicy 
and  cosmology  Ahich  were  not  allcyelher  derived  indiccctty  fiom  ihc 
apocalyptic  channeli  of  Ihe  later  Juilaiam.  Kot  (he  mytlxilogical  back- 
pouwl,  t^-,  of  6"',  cp.  II.  Gtcunionn  in  Dtttlukt  Liltmtiirttitiaij; 
(1907},  Ii5if..  and  M.  W.  Muller  in  ZSW.  ()907)  l9»-j>6:  for  Ihe 
axmlccic*!  ham  ol  ihc  Paiihian  initiiion  in  9'"-.  Knea  in  JaMt^  fiir 
4it  t/jii.  AlUrlhum,  (iQoi)  ;oS  f. ;  Tor  the  inylholoeical  baiia  of  t(. 
Calme*  {HB.,  I90J.  5*-68)  and  B.  Alio  {RB.,  1910,  SO9-SS4).  Cheync. 
BitU  fttiUmi  ('9S-roT).  and  Pllcidcrer'*  Early  Cimliim  C*mtfliiiis  «J 
CAriit,  56L[  for  I9"-''  aee  Gteumann'a  Unfring  d.  hr.-jiid.  £iiJiM*' 
Ayilt,  l}6f.  ;  and  for  la"-,  tec  EKE.  I.  lojf..  uid  Klauuier'i  Mtuitn. 
^  VwtUUmitnt4.fild.  IWitt  im  Ztild.  TaitiaiUm,  61  f. 

S  3.  Slrmfun. — I'hc   first  passage  where  a  source  becomes 

visible  b  7'*.     Cb.  7  is  not  a  literary  unit  with  (ditotial  touches 

ft  (Weyland,  Erbcs,  Bruston,  Kauch),  but  Ihe  combination  of  a 

~  Jewish  {Jewish  Christian :  Volicr,  J.  \Vei»»)  fragment  (7'"* :  so,  t^., 

Viscber,  Schmidt,  Pfleiderer,  Porter,  Bousset,  von  Soden,  Scott, 

Wdlbausen)  with  an  original  delineation  in  ;*•".     The  scenei>* 

of  the  former  (cp.  14')  is  not  organic  to  the  prophet's  outlook. 

The  winds  are  never  loosed,  the  sealing  is  not  described,  and  the 

sealed  are  not  Men.    The  collocation  of  the  fragment  with  what 

precede*  (winda-6",  numtering  =  6",  seals- ft"-,  sUndtng^fi") 

b  etUtoriaL     Its  connection  with  what  follo«-s  depends  on  whether 

^^^M  aj»d  7*^'  arc  meant  to  represent  the  same  group  viewed  from 

^hi  different  standpoint— as  if  John  applied  the  Jewish  oracle  to 

^m       rati  Jews,  God's  Israel   of  fakhful  Chnslians — or  diflerenl 
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penOR^  the  144,000  being  Jewish  Christians  as  opposed  to  (he 
numberles)  multitude  of  Gcniilt;  Chrixtiati  nuilyrs.  Upon  ibe 
whole,  tlic  icnor  of  the  Apocalypse  tells  in  ^vour  of  the  hypothcsb 
thtt  J*-"  lepmenti  7''*  read  in  the  Iiglit  of  5*  {tio,  t^.,  dc  Wette, 
Bnuton,  Porter,  Wellhausen,  HoennJcke^  /C.  194(1)  irith  a 
spccilic  application  to  the  candidalus  martymm  txertitut. 

Id  iqI"  the  author  drops  the  figure  of  a  roll  of  Doom  being 
opened,  and  describes  the  subsequent  oracles  as  a  ^KapStaif  of 
prophecy  'irl  Xjtait  koi  T^wcnv  Ksi  ykuHTtrait  tai  )3a9iA«Mn  voUmi, 
whose  contents  he  had  digested.  For  some  reason,  perhaps  to 
make  room  for  this  new  source,  he  omitted  a  seven-thunders 
cycle.  The  following  oracles  (11-13,  perhaps  even  11-19)  in- 
corporate, in  whole  or  part,  this  ffifiKapiiuw  {so,  e^.,  Sabatier, 
Wcyland,  Spitta,  Pilcidercr,  and  J.  Weiss),  although  its  origin 
(Jewish  or  Christian),  date  {Neronic  or  Vespasianic),  and  exact 
ouiline  can  no  longer  be  determined  with  any  precision,  owing  to 
the  freedom  with  which  the  composer  has  worked  or«  bis  source; 
Thus  it'~*iscommonly  taken  as  a  scrap  of  the  Zealots' prophecio; 
just  before  A. D.  7o{so,  Af.,  Bousset,  Wcllhauscn,  Ba1)on,  J.  Wehs\ 
but  ihc  whole  o(  ii'"  is  more  prutiably  a.  Jewish  (or  Jewish 
Christian)  oracle  of  that  period.*  In  1 1**'*  ihc  prophet  leaves 
his  source  in  order  to  hemld  the  tinal  crisis  by  noting  the  seventh 
trumpet  and  the  third  woe,  in  an  overture  which  UmiiIs  up  to  two 
sagas  drawn  from  the  myihological  background  of  mcssJanism. 
13^"  represent  a  Jewish  source  edited  and  probably  translated 
by  the  writer,  but  the  real  problem  of  the  passage  lies  not  in  its 
literary  arulysis  but  in  the  determination  of  the  precise  form  of 
the  sun-myth  (Greek,  Egyptian,  or  Babylonian)  which  the  Jewish 
original  adapted  for  messianic  purposes.  13'"  b  one  of  the 
passages  in  which  a  Caligula-source  has  been  more  than  once 
detected,  cither  Jewish  (Spitu,  Pfletderer,  de  Faye,  O.  Holu* 
mann,  Rauch)  or  Christian  (Erbcs,  Bnislon,  Briggs),  mainly 
[because  'Caligula'  in  Orecli  and  Hebrew  answers  to  the  eaily 
rvoriant  (616)  of  the  Beast's  number;  but  the  source  might  as 
readily  be  Ncronic  or  Vcspasianic  (Kohlcr,  J,  Weiss,  etc).  The 
ghastly  scene  in  ia'*"**,  with  its  abrupt  allusion  to  tit  dly  (*.*)^ 
belongs  to  the  some  cycle  of  tradition  as  1 1**'*,  but  it  is  not  quite 

*  Abbott,  h(iw«Tci,  pointi  out  that  in  EMkirl  ■nil  Slcchaiiil;,  two  oftbe 
Sttin  model*  for  John,  the  meiuutine  of  (lie  (cmptc  doc»  not  take  pl>M  till 
after  the  old  temple  hu  fallen.  He  it  right  in  contending  ihal  John's 
attitude  to  tuch  iUmi  ol  liiiJoiy  i«  thai  o(  a  poti,  not  oT  an  exact  haMoiian. 
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certain  wltctlici  U  is  a  fragment,  Jcwkh  (Sabatier,  Pflcitlcrcr, 
Rauch)  or  Jewish  Oirislian  (Schoii,  Erbes,  BruHlon,  J.  Weisi, 
etc),  or  limjily  an  original  sketch  on  ihc  basis  of  iradiliorv.  The 
twofold  thread  of  tradition  in  i6>''-  is  obvious,  but  t^ain  th« 
author  may  have  twisted  together  the  ideas  of  (a)  a  last  conflict 
between  God  and  the  world-powers,  and  (i)  Rome's  rain  at  the 
hands  of  Nero  rcdivivus  and  Ihe  I'arlhians,  without  uting  written 
sources.  The  latter  idea  proleplically  introduces  17  (seep.  505), 
where  the  main  difficulty  is  to  asocnain  whether  there  arc  two 
sources  or  one,  whether  both  are  Jewith,  and  whether  the 
revbion  indicates  one  hand  or  two  (cp.  Pcake,  /JVT.  161  (.). 
17'*  is  an  abrupt  prolcplic  allusion  to  19""*',  but  the  writer 
first  of  all  edits  (in  iS'^'  ^*)  an  earlier  doom-song  over  the  fall 
of  Babylon-Rome  which  voices,  like  the  source  underlying  17, 
the  exultation  as  well  as  the  indignation  of  a  Jewish  apocalyptist 
o-er  the  guilty,  glorious  empire.  In  19"'**,  and  especially  in  its 
bonible  finAle,  one  would  be  almost  relieved  to  discover  a  Jewish 
source  (so,  t^.,  Vischer,  Sabaiier,  de  Faye,  We>-land,  S[Htta,  von 
Soden) ;  but  neither  here  nor  even  in  10  are  the  results  of  the 
liienry  analysis  convincing.  More  plauHbility  attaches  to  the 
analysis  of  ai'-ii*,  which  is  the  imaginative  delineation  of  a 
Christian  ideal  (ii'^>^  in  terms  of  a  Jewish  tradition  originally 
describing  an  earthly  Jerusalem  surrounded  by  the  respectful 
nations  of  the  world.  Several  traits  in  the  sketch  (f.g.  3 1'*-  " 
»i**-*^*  jjS".  k.  »j  arc  plainly  inappn^priale  in  the  new  settling 
10  which  they  have  been  transferred,  but  they  ate  retained  not 
only  for  the  sake  of  their  archaic  association,  but  in  order  to 
round  off  the  pictoiial  description  of  the  eternal  city.  They  do 
not  nec«S3tily  prove  the  existence  of  the  Jewish  source  which 
most  critics  find  in  the  whole  passage,  and  some  prefer  to  trace 
under  the  repetitions  and  parallelisms  a  dual  Christian  ending 
(so,  e^^  Erbes  and  Selwyn). 

The  comparatively  well-marked  unity  of  the  apocalypse  does 
not  exclude  upon  the  one  hand  Ihe  possibility  that  it  embraced 
sources  of  an  earlier  date  which  the  author  worked  up  for  his 
own  purpose,  to  meet  the  requirements  of  a  later  age.  Even  on 
the  hypothesis  that  no  sources  were  employed,  it  cannot  have 
been  the  product  of  a  single  vision,  much  less  composed  or 
dictated  at  a  sitting.  The  truer  hypothesis,  that  earlier  leaflets 
or  fn^menis  of  tradition  were  re-set,  although  their  date  and 
shape  and  aim  can  no  longer  be  ascertained  with  precision, 
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simply  involve*  that  the  writer  as  a  poet  and  a  practical  religkna 
Beer  attached  primary  importance  to  the  new  sense  whidi  he 
found  in  the  inherited  materials.  Upon  the  other  hand,  there  may 
be  traces  (pp.  37  f.)  of  subse()uent  editing,  during  the  Trajanic 
period  01  later.  (I)  The  use  of  the  book  in  Christian  worship* 
(cp-  1'  3^  etc.)  probably  accounts  for  prose  glosses  like  a  tiffur 
.  .  .  Stov  {4'),   0'   tlnv  .   .   .   y^c   (5*),   i   tlair  .  .  .  Ayi-nr   (5*), 


ivri-    (t9«),     fi    yip 


.  wvpot  (zo>*),  as  well  as 


TO    yip  ■ 

■cicX^riu  .  .  .  0<o!f  (19'^  and  oCroc 

for  the  references  to  the  Lamb,  e.g.,  in  13*  and  i4*-".  (ii) 
Several  cases  of  transposition  or  mispUccmcnt  also  occur  within 
the  uaditional  text.  Thus  {a)  16"  is  an  intetpolatlon  or  a  gkns 
misplaced  perhaps  from  3'*  or  3^.  (i)  i8>*  has  been  displaced 
from  its  original  position  between  the  hut  tn  and  the  first  Zrt  r( 
■8**  (so  Beui,  Viiringa,  Volkmar,  Baljon,  Weiss,  and  Konnedte, 
£/T.  xii.  I.  37-38)  by  a  copyist  whose  eye  confused  ^n  «I 
iftiropoi  trou  with  w  J^rofXH  rovraiv.  (r)  Probably  19***'**  abo 
has  been  disturbed  from  its  original  site  at  the  close  of  1 7,  where 
the  hicrophant  angel  is  speaking  (cp.  17"=  19**'  wartb  0/  A»/). 
The  displacement  in  this  case  was  not  accidental,  but  due  to 
a  soibc  who  saw  that  the  similar  assurance  in  li^  i>*  related 
primarily  to  futuri;  bliss  rather  than  to  judgment,  and  who  took 
the  6rst  Xiyt^  not  as  a  divine  saying  (cp.  it^),  but  as  angelic 
(is*).  (^  3o'*^,  which  is  textually  suspect  in  any  case,  is  either 
a  marginal  gloss  (so,  Kruger:  GGA.,  1897,  34,  von  Sodcn, 
Wetlbausen)  or,  more  probably  (cp.  Haussldter,  313-113), 
displaced  from  its  original  position  after  10",  whcxc  it  would  suit 
the  context  belter,  since  there  is  no  question  of  any  second 
diraih  except  for  human  beings.  The  mbplacemfcnt  wa.s  due  to 
the  attracuon  of  davaxot  in  10'**.  it)  The  loose  contexture  or 
the  epilogue  («•■")  is  improved  (cp.  EGT.  v.  580-581)  if 
w.*-"  arc  placed  between  •  and  ",  and  "■"  interpolated  between 
»  and  ". 

ir  the  apocalypse,  like  the  Fourth  gospel,  was  edited  prior 
to  (or,  in  view  of)  its  reception  into  the  canon,  the  most  likely 
tnices  of  the  process  would  be  found  in  i'-*  and  si"-".  The 
former  passage,  however,  might  conceivably  have  been  added  by 
the  author,   like  the  ^pooituov  of  Thucydides,  after  be  had 

*  The  UturE>cal  element  t*  luiurtily  more  promtDcni  th>a  in  Eph<«aaa| 
cp,  the  uniphonal  bunU  afsoog  \SBi.  11  jS-ii«o,  314a)  in  111*  cdncir^tian, 
Ibe  tnpoiuDve  udoi  in  j"  7"  etc. 
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fiiushed  the  book  u  a  whole.  The  ehan;{e  from  the  third 
penon  to  the  fitsl  (i*)  it  not  unexampled  in  such  cases,  and 
a  certain  sententious  objectivity  is  not  unnatural  at  the  com- 
mencement of  an  ancient  writing  when  the  author  is  introducing 
himscir.  A  similar  uncertainty  besets  the  uncompromising  daim 
in  Ji'*""(cp.  En  104""),  which  might  be  taken  as  jjiirt  of  the 
apocalyptic  literary  tradition  (cp.  e^.  Slav.  Enoch  48'**).  The 
Bkelihood,  however,  is  that  it  represents  an  editorial  note  (so 
Jn  31***^)  designed  to  authenticate  the  writing  as  in  the  direct 
succession  of  the  OT  prophecies  (cp.  Jos.  At/,  xx.  11,  i), 
possibly  also  to  warn  wilful  or  careless  copyists  (so  ivus.  //£. 
▼.  ao)t  Whether  written  by  the  author  or  appended  by  an 
editor,  it  definitely  asserU  that  the  apocalypse  is  entitled  to  the 
canonical  privilege  of  the  OT  scriptures. 

This  lallcr  puuce  ha*  been  used,  b  mcnC  d«<rclopmcnu  of  ciiticiim  upon 
Ihe  NT  cuion,  to  lapport  Ihe  p>rmilo>ic»l  thcBl  lh*t  the  Apocalirptc  wu  the 
[■Am  NT  Kriptuie  to  become  canonical  (cp.  [.elpcililt,  (rA*.  i.  aK(, .  Huu 
Wlndisdi,  '  Det  ApokaJyptiktr  Johmnnei  tit  Itegtilnilcr  dei  NT  Kanoni,' 
Zyff.,  1909,  t4tt-i74.  wiih  Ilwnnck'k  Jfedfi  m.  Anjiatit,  ii.  t39f.}.  and 
that  thb  cUini  of  X  book  which  contained  uyingt  of  ihc  I^ord,  drtcrtjitiun*  of 
C«d**kinEdaini>n«anh.ui(I  churth-epiit let,  paved  ihc  ny  for  ihc lutiKijucnt 
cuionizatkRi  of  Ihc  {c«pcU,  Aclk,  and  epi*ll«*. 

84.  Traas  in  tarly  ChriUian  UUralurt. — From  an  allusion 
like  that  of  Pkilad.  vi.  i  (<m]Xai  tlaa  aol  rd^  inap^v,  i^  ots 
y^pmrtoi  ilovov  ovoiiora  lu^piuxwv)  —  Apoc  3"  (lo  Christian;!  of 
Philadelphia,  viHtyrv)  qCtui'  a-rvXw  .  .  .  aa!  ypai^ui  h'  avroi-  ri 
Srofia  roC  $<ov  luni  mK.),  it  is  possible  that  Ignatius  had  read  Ihe 
apocalypse,  but  the  occasional  similarities  of  language  between 
it  and  Barnabas  {e.g.  i^-**  =  Bam  vii.  9,  ji'-Itam  vL  13, 
j]Mtt.[{arn  xxi.  3,  cp.  Clem.  Rom.  xxxiv.  3)  are  insufficient 
to  prove  any  litcraxy  filiation.  If  the  testimony  of  Andreas  is 
reliable,  Papias  knew  the  apocalypse ;  which  is  intrinsically 
likely,  since  its  chiitasm  would  appeal  to  the  bishop  of  Hicrapoli; 
aa  il  did  to  Justin  Martyr  {Afol.  L  iS,  o^it  naXtinu  mi  trarorac 

iAmv9t,  Dial.  81).  Like  the  Fourth  gospel,  it  became  speedily 
popular  in  some  gnostic  ciidea.  Cerdon  and  Marcion  naturally 
would  have  nothing  to  do  with  it,  but  it  circulated  among  the 
Marcosians  and  Valcntinians  as  a  sscted  book,  and  the 
Montanists  in  [laiticular,  if  we  may  judge  from  their  opponents 
(Eu&  ff.  £.  V.  18)  and  from  the  scanty  traces  of  their  own 
3» 
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opinions  (cp.  Zahn's  GK.  \.  305  f.).  exploited  tt  in  the  uiteretti 
of  their  propj^iida. 

The  repcolol  cchon  in  the  cpJillc  flam  the  thuielia  ■(  VJenne  4nil 
Lyoni  (Eus.  H.  S.  v.  1 )  ptnve  ihai  ii  miui  h«re  mchcil  Gaul  by  sboM  Ibc 
miilillo  or  the  *ecund  century.  Initen).  Irtnxut  (v.  30,  1)  «uulil  appoftlnot 
only  to  thote  who  hod  lecn  Jobn,  but  to  ritfi  roll  artvlaUti  ii*t  dfjfslmi 
Amypipoit.  If  the  languiKC  of  Hecniai  (Kti.  ii.  1.  J,  i*.  3.  ■)  could  be 
IntctpKIcd  lu  ideiiinK  10  out  *pocaI)'pM,  It  tnuit  have  beta  known  to  the 
Ranuta  church  even  prior  to  juniti  Mnriyr,  By  Ibe  end  of  (he  •econd 
century,  it  wu  eirculatcd  nut  only  at  AIci*i)ilri«(Qen)en(  Altx.),  buEiallM 
African  chmcho  (Teilullian). 

The  use  of  the  book  by  the  Montanists  especially  led.  by 
a  curious  phue  of  revulsion,  to  the  earliest  seiioiis  critidscn 
which  was  levelled  at  it  hy  any  party  within  the  church.  It  la 
significant  that  the  first  explicit  reference  to  the  apocalypse 
occurs  in  Justin  Martyr's  /?/«/.  8r.  He  Iclls  Trypho  that,  Uke 
all  other  orthodox  Christians,  he  believed  (hat  there  was  to  be 
not  only  a  resurrection  of  tlu.-  flc^h  but  "a  ttiouNond  years  tn 
Jerusalem,  which  will  then  be  rebuilt,  sdomcd,  and  enlarged,  as 
the  prophets  Ezekiel,  I«aiah,  and  othent  declare."  In  proof  of 
this  he  interprets  Is  65"''  as  a  mystical  reference  to  the  thotnand 
years  of  Ps  90'.  and  then  proceeds,  khI  Ui  Bii  koX  imp'  iuur  ir^ 
Ti?,  V  Svofiu'liiidvvytt,  tU  niv  iirotrruXiuv  rov  Xpurrttv,  if  difoaiaXv^ 
■ftvanii^  X''^*^  "^  iroi^iMic  hr  ttpoviraXiiii  rovt  Ty  ff^n*^  Xptffrf 
ritrrnvayrai  vpoti^jTtvatr.  Justln  evidently  ranks  John,  ai  the 
author  of  the  apocalypse,  in  the  prophetic  succession.  U^fii 
yap  7fi(r,  he  continues  {81),  koI  ^'xP*  "^  vpo^ifniA  jftfiiiritaji 
i<mr.  Justin  values  the  apocalypse  because  its  evidence  for 
the  chiliastic  eschatology  was  conveyed  through  prophetic 
ecstasy,  Chilinsm,  however,  was  not  at  all  to  popular  in  the 
Western  church,  and  the  MontanUt  movement  tended  to  draw 
suspicion  upon  persons  or  books  which  claimed  the  prophetic 
spirit  of  ecstasy.  This  reaction  was  one  of  the  tnSuences  which 
told  agaimt  tlie  reception  of  John's  apocalypse.  Thus,  in  the 
anti-Monianist  Murnlotinn  Canon,  the  reference  runs:  'apoca- 
lypses eiiara  lohannis  et  Petri  tantum  reclpimus,  quam  quidan 
ex  nostris  leg!  in  eocleeia  nolunt.'  Here  John^  apocalypse  has 
risen  above  Hermas,  but  not  yet  above  the  Petrirw  apocalypec. 
Among  the  most  prominent  critics  who  rejected  its  authority 
was  Gaius,  the  Roman  churchman  at  the  opening  of  the  third 
century.  Prior  to  him  the  church-pariy  who  were  afterwarda 
dubbed  tlie  Alogi,  had  demurred  to  the  symbolism  of  the  bixrit 
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as  uncdiffing,  and  to  some  of  ils  prophccks  as  fantastic  and 
ridiculoua ;  bui  Gaius,  who  eviilcnlly  atlribuled  its  composition  to 
CerinthuB  (cp.  Schwarli's  Utbtr  drr  Todd.  SfiktM  Zebedmi,  1904, 
J3~4S)>  "'o''  pattiailar  objection  to  its  inconsistencies  «rith  the 
rest  of  (he  NT ;  e.x.  8^"  contradicted  i  Th  5',  ?»'■  was  out  of 
keeping  with  a  Ti  3'''",  and  Satan  {20*)  was  already  bound 
(Ml  \&^).  All  this  distaste  for  the  book  formed  part  and  parcel 
of  a  strong  aniipaihy  in  certain  circles  of  the  early  church.  "  In 
the  course  of  the  third  centur>'  the  reaction  in  the  East  against 
the  book  was  in  full  swing.  The  rise  of  Greek  Christian  scholar- 
ship during  the  'long  peace'  after  Sevcrus  (a.d.  311-149)  >"*de 
men  more  conscious  of  the  critical  diffiaiUics  of  common  author- 
ship of  Apocalypse  and  gospel.  The  slackening  of  persecution 
set  free  the  natural  recoil  of  the  ffellcnic  spirit  against  the 
apparent  maleriatism  with  which  the  rewards  of  the  blessed  and 
th«  glories  of  the  heavenly  Jerusalem  are  portrayed  "  (C.  H. 
Turner, /7S.  %.  371),  The  fortunes  of  the  apocalypse,  after 
this  point,  form  a  chapter  in  church  hiitory.  Iliough  iti  unpopu- 
larity in  the  Syrian  and  Creek  churches  (cp.  Gwynn,  ap.  dl.  civ.) 
did  not  prevail  in  the  end  over  the  acceptance  of  it  by  the  Latin 
churches  of  the  West,  yet  this  movement  ofantipatliy  threw  up  the 
first  piece  of  serious  literary  criticism  upon  the  book.  "Between 
350  and  450,  Greek  lots  of  Revelation  were  rare  in  the  Easicm 
half  of  the  empire.  The  best  minds  of  tlie  Greek  cliurcli,  men 
Boch  as  Eusebius  Pamphili,  and  Dionystus  of  AtexandiM,  denied 
its  Johannine  authorship.  Living  in  an  age  when  old  Greek  was 
still  the  language  of  everyday  life,  they  were  too  conscious  of  the 
contrasts  of  style  which  separate  it  from  the  Fourth  gospel  to 
accept  the  view  that  a  singjle  author  wrote  both.  Having  to 
accept  John  the  apostle  as  author  of  one  or  the  other,  they 
decided  in  favour  of  the  gospel.  In  the  West,  on  the  other 
hand,  where  both  docunients  circulated  only  in  a  [.^tin  dress, 
men  were  unconscioos  of  these  contrasts  of  style,  and  so  found 
no  difficulty  in  accepting  both  as  writings  of  the  apostle  John  " 
(F.  C  Conybeare,  Tht  Arweniait  Ttxl  oj Revelation,  pp.  161  f.), 
Dionysius  grounds  his  objections  to  the  ni>ocalyp«c  not  on 
Uw  score  of  its  millenarian  teaching,  although  be  had  been  in 
controversy  with  an  Egyptian  bishop  called  Nepos  on  that  very 
p(rint,  nor  on  the  score  of  its  obscurity,  but  on  other  grouiMJs. 
In  the  second  volume  of  his  work  wi/)!  JirayycAiuv  (as  cited  by 
Eos.  H.  E,  vij.  35)  he  refers  to  earlier  Christians  who  had  re- 
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)ected  the  book  entirely,  after  a  caieful  and  critical  examtnation ; 

Twit  i>iv  oiv  Twv  vfH)  i/Lnv  ^Jn|<rai-  aai  ^MiricftWav  tiyrig  li 
/Si^Aiov,  K»ff  tKiurtay  iivp<iXa.iov  8iotfli'vo>-r«  Sffttfrray  r«  if«I 
oiniAiXoyurrDf  Airo^aivoyrtt  ijnvitaSai  t(  ri/v  iwxypa^'^.  laramm 
yap  ova  itrai  \iyovaiv,  ilAA'  atitf  JirodfXv^tv  <fi«i  ri^i-  a^ifya  ttai 
Kuj^U  KiKoXiififLfi^v  T^  t5«  ^ywHat  irapaTirArjiUTt.      TbcM   views, 

together  with  the  attribution  of  the  book  to  Ccrinthus,  plainly 
rerer  to  the  iiecond  century  criticijims  puued  by  the  so-called 
Alogi  and  Caius.  Dionysius,  however,  hesitates  to  follow  thb 
radical  lead.  He  thinks  that  the  apocalypse  is  the  work  of  "  a 
holy  and  inspired  person  '  called  John,  but,  he  adds,  "  I  would 
be  alow  to  admit  (ov  fi^v  pyStwr  &»  <rm'$<tfap')  that  he  was  lite 
apostle,  the  son  of  Z«bedee,  the  brother  of  James,"  the  author 
of  the  Fourth  gospel  and  the  First  epistle.  The  evidence  he 
leads  is  purely  internal,  (i)  The  John  of  the  apocalypse 
expressly  mentions  himself  by  name,  unlike  the  author  of  the 
guspcl  and  the  epistle  ^Mio  this  John  was,  is  not  certain  (vomw 
a  ovTM,  a&i)Xov}.  Had  he  been  the  belorcd  disciple,  be  would 
have  indicated  this.  Perhaps,  of  the  many  Johns,  he  wax  John 
Mark  or  another  John  of  Alia  Minor.  'AXAof  St  nm  ot/iat  tw 
i¥  'Airt'f  yiroiiiyiay,  itru  Koi  Svo  ^a^iv  iy  'E^v^  yn«vAu  fMnjfMtra 
aai  iKATifiw  'luai^ou  Xfyctrtioi.  With  this  conjecture  on  the 
authorship,  he  then  passes  on  (i)  to  dilTerentiaie  the  apocalypse 
from  the  Fourth  gospel  (and  First  epistle)  in  style  and  conception. 
Compared  with  the  latter,  he  premises,  the  apocalypse  has  a 
distinctly  foreign  look  (dUoioranj  Si  mu  (Jr^,  /ayn  i>^anofl4ni 
fjjr*  yuTViiaan  nurwr  fofitvl,  <rx^r,  wt  (4r(ir,  ^i^  ffvAAa^qv 
T/iot  avro  Kowiir  txtrnaa).  This  general  impression  d  an  alien 
origin  is  borne  out  by  a  scrutiny  of  the  language  (rift  ^pcCcnwf). 
The  gospel  and  epistle  "arc  composed  not  only  in  faultless 
Creek  (dfrru^ws  kutA  ript  ruv  'EXAijtviv  ^nfr),  but  with  great 
■kill  in  their  expressions,  their  arguments,  and  the  arran^ment 
of  their  cxpoeilions  (roAAoii  yi  jwi  ftapffapor  rira  ^^iyyor  4 
froXountrfiur  Q  oXwT  t&iuiriafuif  iv  afroit  fvpt6^i'<u)' ;  the  author 
had  the  double  gift  of  knowledge  and  of  cspresaioo.  As  for  the 
author  of  the  apocalyse,  says  Dionysiusi  "  I  will  not  deny  that 
he  had  seen  revelations  and  received  knowledge  and  prophecjr, 
but  1  notice  that  his  dialect  and  language  are  not  correct  Gredc 
(«v<c  ^pi/3ut  tXX^ivlioviTay);  he  makes  use  of  barbarous  coo- 
■tiuctions  (iiuLitairlv  ffaf^apuolt),  and  soQietimca  of  actual 
solecisms  (icat  wov  mi!  7«\uuii{iM'Ta}," 
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The  solecisms  are  patent.  The  only  question  Is  how  far  they 
are  due  (o  lack  of  culture  or  lo  the  influence  of  Semitic  idiom, 
rhe  Hebraistic  colouring  it  evident  in  anomalous  phrases  like 
&UaM(fir  with  dat.  (>'*,  iFier  ^  10%  the  variation  in  the  gender 
of  Aijvit  (4'*'*'  after  Is  63'),  the  collocation  of  fern,  substantives 
and  maxctil.  adjectives  or  participles  (e.g.  4'  11*  i;'),  or  of 
nominatives  and  accusatives  {10*  11*,  also  5'  i4«''->*  etc),  or  of 
nominatives  in  apposition  to  genitives  {1*  5"),  datives  (9"),  and 
accusatives  (i**  lo'),  and  mannerisms  of  style  such  as  the  nomin. 
pendens  placed  at  the  opening  of  a  sentence  for  t;mpl)asis  {rg. 
3"  6*  etc.),  and  the  redundant  avros  in  relative  clau§C8  (3*  7*-  • 
etc.).  I'hese  are  due  in  part  to  the  translation  of  Hebrew  or 
Aramaic  sources,  in  part  to  the  iiiSuence  of  the  LXX,  which  it 
more  marked  than  in  the  Fourth  gospel — f.g.  in  the  use  of 
phnues  like  the  Umpit  of  the  lent  of  testimony  (qv  Ex  40**  elcX 
bmmm  {^"ith),  the  repetition  of  prepositions  (;'-»  16"  etc.,  cp. 
Zee  6"*),  and  of  s|>ecial  vrords  (see  aipiMt  in  19**,  with  16"  and 
Zec8»). 

The  criticism  of  Dionjrtius  thus  opens  up  the  problem  of  the 
relation  between  the  apocalyp.^e  and  the  Fourth  gospel,  in- 
cluding the  authorship  and  (infetentially)  the  date  of  the  former. 

%  5.  7Tu  Apeealyfse  and  ifu  fourth  Gospel. — The  relationship 
of  the  two  hoaVi  is  best  solved  by  attributing  (hem  to  the  same 
school  or  circle  in  Asia  Minor  but  10  dilTerenl  authors.  Such 
affinities  of  thought  and  style  as  are  G^-idcnt  in  both  writings 
{e^.,  the  relation  of  God,  Christ  and  the  believer :  keeping  God's 
word  or  commandments ;  the  use  of  parentheses  and  of  the 
antithetical  method),  imply  no  more  than  the  use  of  a  common 
religious  dialect  which  contemporary  writers  of  the  same  group 
might  fairly  be  expected  to  share,  for  all  their  idiosyncrasies.  It 
is  (he  latter  which  are  decisive.  The  apocalypse  ignores  many 
of  the  most  characteristic  and  favourite  terms  of  the  Fourth 
gospel,  e.g.  iXrfina,  itAi}9i)t,  6Xri$aii,  Ayn,  irtKpi&r]  cai  ttva; 
A^iin-u  rat  i/ijipTiat,  GtaaOiu,  i£(,  !2t«r,  m^wf,  /'^frot,  ifdytori, 
wafip9<r(a,  wuirori,  iri  (accus.),  And  jpfio.  Furthermore,  it  oflen 
uses  the  language  of  the  gospel  in  a  way  of  its  own  ;  the  aJwMot 
of  the  latter  it  employs  only  once  (14*),  and  it  never  connotes 
it  with  {w^i  a(iot  takes  the  infinitive,  not  *i^;  ipx""  Kpl>o 
OM ;  ^uK  and  i  liafun  are  invariably  physical,  not  spiritual ; 
^M-cfb  never  substantival,  ntir  rxver  Iraruitive;  'ItpovaaXi^ 
is  substituted  for  *I«po«oAu>ia,  and  otr  is  never  used  of  historical 
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transition.  TIicm  instances  miEht  be  multiplied  (cp.  Biet- 
schncidcr's  Probabilia,  150-161  ;  Liicke,  pp.  660  f. ;  J.  R^rille,  Lt 
quatriime  h'angile,  26-47,  333  f- 1  Sclwyn'i  ChritliaH  Pri'phttt,  pp. 
81  f.,  iia  r.).*  It  roust  9ul%ce  here  to  point  out  that  (he  a{X>& 
reserves  rd  hprtor  for  Christ,  while  the  gospel  confines  h^nAtm  to 
Christians  and  uses  &  &^yo%  t«S  &oS  for  Christ.  Their  commoa 
use  of  the  redemptive  function  of  the  Lamb  is  not  distinctitc ; 
it  was  widespread  in  primitive  Christendom.  The  apparent 
coincidence  of  the  Logos  is  still  less  real ;  the  applications  of  h 
My>i  in  Jn  t"-  and  of  i  A^yot  toS  ftuS  in  Apoc  19"  are  drawn 
from  totally  different  soils  in  pre-Chri.itinn  Judaism  and  turned 
10  alien  ends.  Affinities  of  style  like  (tie  use  of  *>«  or  of  it 
(after  tfuCw,  rifpciK)  are  unimportant. t  In  several  cues,  as  in 
that  of  the  Logos,  the  presence  of  similar  or  identical  phrases 
only  bcirays  the  radical  dilTercncc  of  standpoint  between  the  two 
books;  f^-  trtrivivi  in  Jn  t'*  and  Apoc  7'^  and  Jesus  receiving 
from  the  Father  (Jn  lo"*  and  Apoc  a"). 

The  strong  linguistic  presumption  against  the  theory  that  the 
rebtionship  of  the  two  books  is  one  of  common  authorship,  is 
amply  corroborated  by  the  difTciences  of  religious  thought,  christen 
logical,  spiritual,  and  eschatotogical.  Christians  in  the  apocalypse 
are  never  bidden  love  God  or  Christ  (the  iyiwtf  of  t*-  ^*  is  mutual 
affection  between  members  of  the  church) ;  on  the  contrary, 
they  are  ranked  as  80CA01,  which  in  Jn  15"  is  explicitly  de- 
scribed as  an  inferior  relationship  from  which  Jesu.i  hajt  raised 
his  disciples.  Similarly,  the  conception  of  believers  as  cbttdien 
or  sons  of  God  is  wholly  absent  from  the  apocalypse ;  the 
solitary  allusion  (11')  in  the  Utter  is  eschatological,  and  even  so 
it  is  an  OT  quotation.  All  this  tallies  with  the  remarl:aMe 
difTcrence  of  emphanis  in  the  idea  of  God  He  is  a  dauling, 
silent,  enthroned  figure  of  majesty,  not  a  Father  in  direct  touch 
with  his  children  on  earth.  God'S  love  I  is  only  once  mentioned, 
and  that  casually  in  an  eschatological  prediction  (30*  v^  v4\w 
T^  4y>*^IP^^)  i  Ihc  fatherhood  1^  God  (for  Christ's  sonship,  cp. 

■Srtwyn,  Ilka  Thoa>»{Ztyr,,  1S77,  aS9-]4iK  iccuds  thn  r>*P«l  •*  • 
CixTcctkin  of  Ihe  Apootypic. 

t  "  So  £u  u  lhn«  tctU  [i.t.  of  linguigD  and  tlyte]  an  go,  ibty  (ImieUwn 
the  ciilScinin  of  Uionytiun,  who  (wc  muai  tcincinti«)  wu  •  ficccli,  we)£hliif 
stjtiilic  and  gfamnwlioil  diflcrcncet  found  in  boolii  wtitun  in  hb  own 
tuiguage"(J.  H.  Moulion.  Camiri^f*  Bi.Wiia/  Stiofi,  p.  490). 

J  Chrin's  lot*  Is ratlicr  more  prominent  (i'j*,<P-  ]*)•  t>ul  thit  b  not  a 
fpcdCcally  'Johannbe'  OaiL 
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I  jK  J*.  I)  ,^ij  ig  ignored  entirely  (even  in  3i''$tit  U  (ub«ti(uted 
for  Ihc  OT  fts  nripa);  and  the  conception  of  the  Spirit  is 
purely  prophetic,*  in  as  sharp  contrast  to  the  Fourth  gospel  as 
the  concrete,  realistic  cschatology.  It  i»  not  too  much  to  say 
that  such  idioxyncra&ies  decisively  outweigh  any  sffinilleB  of 
language  or  conception  which  may  be  urged  to  the  contrary. 

BraMan  {£fmlrt  f«r  Daitut  tl  FAfecalyfn,  pp.  ^^^.)  surmoanti  Ihe 
diflinil^  of  (he  ityle  t^y  onnjrcltirini;  that  while  Jnhn  Ihe  apottle  a>mp<iMd 
Um  (Mprl  iind  epinila,  Ihe  ■pocolypsc  (or  nchn,  Bnulon'i  sMond  wurce 
far  it)  vm  not  wiiit«n  till  after  his  dralh  bjr  one  of  hit  diiciples,  'peui-fite 
Ml  la  momincnilBlioii  ijuc  Ic  vicllluiJ  lul  cn  aiiJI  faile  avanl  «■  morte  <t 
il'iprh  k  i^li  lu'il  lui  uvaii  fait  oralcmcnt  de  la  rivfiaiion  c(  d«t  viiiont 
qn'it  •>'ul  euei  i.  Patinoi.'  This,  however,  fail*  to  meet  the  crucial  (li>- 
crcpaiicy  of  ieli(;inut  auilook  t  (ctpecially  In  achatQlojQr)  bclHYcn  the 
•pocalj'pM  and  the  Poucth  gotpel.  Th«  sune  objection  u  vnlid  agiliut 
Zahn'i  \,IST.  t  J4)  »iew  that  while  the  Eotpcl  and  epistlea  were  ttviied  by 
frienils  of  John,  who  knew  inar«  about  Greek  than  he  did,  the  apac»lypM 
tra«  lc(t  unpoliahed.  The  ics«on  allcsed  fat  thix  ("the  mOLrc  impoiiuK  ihe 
content*,  the  Im  impottmnt  the  foiin"],  thai  a  prophet  Irantcritiing  hii 
nsioat  it  Im  inclined  than  a  hittotlui  or  teacher  to  embclli*h  the  firtt  draft, 
Inralte*  the  cuinardinaiy  anumpiiom  that  the  conlcDt*  of  «  Ka*pet  arc  let* 
inporttnt  than  Ihote  of  a  prophetic  ecriaqr,  aod  that  the  apoctlrpK  it  no 
vtuxt  than  the  tranteiipt  of  ecsEatk  vidoai. 

1 6.  DaU. — The  Neronic  date  (/^  prior  to  the  fall  of 
Jenualeni  and  after  Nero's  massacre  of  the  Romait  Christiaiu) 
appeals  especially  to  those  who  feci  the  dramatic  situation  of 
pataagcs  like  11",  and  who  decline  to  admit  the  use  of  any 
■OOTCefc  It  is  handicapped,  however,  by  (d)  the  phase  of  Ihe 
Nero- redi virus  myth  which  the  apocalypse  represents,  and  above 
all  by  (^}  the  fact  that  no  wonhip  of  the  emperor,  which  is 
adequate  to  the  data  of  the  apocalypse,  was  enforced  until 
I>omitian's  reign.  The  hypothesis  of  a  date  during  Vespasian's 
nign  (10,  t^.,  B.  Weiss,  Diisterdieck,  Bartlet :  AA.,  jSSf.,  C  A. 
Scott)  evades  (n)  but  not  (h).  Vespasian  did  not  lake  liis 
official  divinity  very  seriously.  There  is  no  record  of  any 
persecution  during  his   reign;   such    might  conceivahly  have 

*  We  even  get  th«  atyrAu  htltrfrn  of  the  apocalyptic  tradition  iikI  M* 
MPn*  ifirilt  of  the  older  Babylonian  or  Peisian  inylhol(i|;]r. 

f  "The  writer  of  the  Fourth  s>^fc\  hnt  a  very  definite  concepi  Ion  of  how 
the  Loid  (poke  on  taith ;  il  i>  diiriciill  to  think  that  the  mtov  writer  at  any 
period  thould  have  reprexnicd  llim  at  ipeaklnc  after  the  manner— Ihe  quite 
AhIocI  and  aairtaltied  maniwr— in  which  IIf  tpcski  in  Ihe  Apocalypse.  Tbe 
eullei  dale  doa  not  help  nt  out  of  this  difficulty"  (J.  A.  RobiMon,  /TS., 
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taken  plice,  but  Christians  seem  (o  have  enjoyed  a  contpuvlivt 
immunity  under  him,  and  our  available  knowledge  •  of  the 
period  rundcni  it  iiniikely  (cp.  I-inscnnwyct's  Brkamffiing  in 
ChrisUntttmi  durtk  den  remiuken  Stoat,  1905,  66  f.)  that  any- 
thing occurred  either  under  him  or  under  Tilus  to  call  Torth 
language  to  intense  as  that  of  the  apocalyinse.  Some  ports  of 
the  book  (t^.  in  13  and  1 7)  may  be  refemd  to  (Jewish  ?)  sources 
of  this  period,  but  the  manifesto  as  a  iriiole  demands  a  concrete 
situation  for  which  the  relations  of  the  empire  and  the  church 
during  the  eighth  decade  of  the  Rrst  century  do  twt  fumish  any* 
thing  like  sufhcicnl  evidence.  The  most  probable  solution  is 
that,  whi^n  John  wrote.  Christians  were  being  persecuted  here 
and  there  in  Asia  Minor  for  what  Domitian  regarded  as  the 
cardinal  ofTence  of  refusing  to  acknowledge  htm  as  the  divine 
head  of  the  emiHre.  It  is  not  necessary  to  assume  that  any 
widespread  '  persecution '  in  the  later  and  technical  sense  of  the 
Ictm  was  before  the  prophet's  mind.  He  himself  (t*)  had  been 
only  baniBhcd  or  imprisoned  like  some  of  his  ftiei>ds  (a'',  cp. 
Clem.  Rom.  9).  Rut  from  the  position  of  matters  he  argued 
the  worst  The  few  cases  of  hardship  and  martyrdom  in  Asia 
Minor  and  elsewhere  were  drops  of  rain,  which  warned  him  that 
a  storm  wait  tolling  up  the  sky.  Eusebtus  probably  exaggerate* 
when  he  speaks  of  "many  others"  along  with  Clemens  and 
Domitilla  {H.  E.  iii.  18),  and  the  period  of  terror  was  admittedly 
short  {H.  E.  XX.  9-1 1,  cp.  Ten.  Afol.  5),  but  it  dinted  the 
tradition  of  the  second  century  deeply,  and  in  any  case  the 
crisis  opened  John's  mind  to  the  fundamental  issues  at  stake. 
It  is  this  sense  of  the  irreconcilable  antagonism  between  the 
Imperial  cultus  and  Christianity,  rather  than  any  specific 
number  of  martyrdoms,  which  accounts  for  the  origin  of  th« 
apocalypse  during  the  latter  yean  of  Domitian.  lu  language 
and  spirit  reveal  a  situation  at  once  more  serious  and  definite 
than  any  caused  by  earlier  atltuions  to  persecution  for  The  Name 
or  My  Name  which  obtained  more  or  lest  widely  after  the 
Neionic  outburst  (sec  p.  313).  John  sees  another  name  set  up 
against  the  name  of  Christ,  and  he  sumps  it  as  the  essence  tA 
blaaplicmy  to  recognise  any  such  title.  The  Domitianic  deoiAnd 
for  wiut  John  dubbed  the  worship  of  the  Beast  is  to  be  met  by 

'  Tbe  atUetd  evidence  from  Sueloniui  \  Vti^  15)  lAd  Hilujr  oT  Pdiict* 
(r.  Ariam.  3)  fo  ■  prrttcution  undn  Vetpudin  It  not  wonti  Ihc  ttnut>I(  of 
wcighiag.     On  lii«  tiltc  /iJ^rvi,  mt  K«tteiibusch  {ZNW.,  1903,  111-117). 
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punive  reslsunce  on  th«  part  of  those  who  put  loyally  to  Chriai 
above  any  other  loyalty. 

The  Domitianic  date  thus  offen  a  fair  explanation  of  this 
a|)Ocal]rpse's  references  to  the  worship  of  the  Beut,  in  the 
light  of  con  tern  porary  history  during  the  latter  |Mrt  of  the  first 
century.  It  ix  ftlxo  (a)  in  line  with  the  earliest  tradition, 
aad  (i)  corroborated  by  the  internal  evidcnoc  of  the  document 
itadf. 
^k  (d)  Wherever  Epiphanius  derived  his  information  that  John's 
exile  and  release  took  place  duritif;  (he  reign  of  Claudius  (Aaer. 
li'  t3i  3^3).  it  i*  palpably  a  wrong  tradition,  unlets  the  tradition 
meant  Neio,  whom  Epiphanius  carelessly  calls  by  hts  second 
lume.  So  far  aa  the  early  church  had  any  tradition  on  the 
■ubject,  it  referred  the  banishment  to  Domitian's  reign. 

Tbf  Iradition  emerge*  fiiM  in  Iieiucui,  whose  icmuk  on  ihe  name  of 
•ntichriil  ii  <]uol«l  (in  Eus  J/.  £.  iii.  iS)  u  folloirs  i  t(  ti  in^riin  ir  ry 
wvr  t^ipv  mjfi^rrn&ai  roCfofta  a^ToD,  it  ttilrov  An  tppdif^  rvD  Itti  H)r 
tfvM4Xuf  1*  VspiuikM.  oiti  yip  rpi  iraXXau  x^'*"  ^"p^li  AXXA  txillm  t*i 
r4l  ^^rTip»i  ymii.  spit  ry  rAti  rfii  ioturiarai  ipx^l-  I'  >*  ""I  pouitilc  la 
tMn  the  force  of  thi*  puw>ee  by  pleadini:  {to,  t^.,  Slmcox,  Selwyn]  ihat 
Ikokoi  tonducd  the  rcien  or  Domitian  with  hit  (cp.  Tic  ffiu.  jv.  i.  ii| 
taaipionty  rtgvncy  in  a.  D.  70  (Januaijr  to  Octobei),  or  by  rrrerring  ittpHii  to 
ittimif  initMii  ot  to  4  d«miXir^ii  (10,  t.g.,  Wtuiftn,  MMUuDkld't  Li/* 
aad  H'rtUHgi  a/  Si.  J»^n,  Ne«  York,  1880,  169,  E.  Bohmei:  t'ber  Vtrfaiur 
mul  At/ainnigtifil  lUt  Afekalyfit.  pp.  Jpf.,  Bovon.*  »nd  Chue,  _/7S,  rui. 
4jt-4j5],  Tlie  Ultct  ii  pulictitaily  untucceuful  (cp.  Abb<»l,  Dial.  a977a) ; 
Ibe  nabjecl  of  Jui^dq  i*  plainly  ihe  apotvlypse  jiut  menlioned,  and,  >i 
bencoa  cliewheic  {i.g.  U.  3>.  %)  dcclaic*  thai  John  livnl  till  the  reign  <if 
TimjaA,  there  would  be  no  leiue  in  laying  lha,l  be  waa  wen  during  Domillaa't 

^P  (4)  Cb.  17  discloses  a  plurality,  or  at  least  a  duality,  of 
literary  strata  as  well  as  of  traditions.  Those  who  pottulale  a 
Jewish  source  (so,  f^f.,  Vischcr,  Weyland,  Charles,  Schmidt, 
Sabaticr,  M^n^goi,  von  Soden)  usually  make  it  a  Vespasianic 
orad^  prophesying  doom  for  Rome  as  ihe  persecutor  of  God's 
people.  ^Vhen  the  source  is  taken  to  be  Christian,  the 
Dofflitianic  editor's  hand  is  found  especially  in  17"  (so  Hamack ; 
TU.  a.  y  '34 1;  ACL.  ii.  i.  145-146,  Briggs,  Gunlcel,  J.  Weiss, 
etc).  But  neither  on  these  hypotheses,  nor  on  those  of  two 
■ODTCCS  {f.g.  Wellhauscn),  arc  the  data  of  the  jia-isagc  quite  clear. 
The  strata  of  tradition  can  be  seen  overlapping  more  clearly  than 
the  editorial  processes  of  rcvi^ioo  or  combination.  Thus,  in 
*  Cp.  noft'*  cd.  Fp.  4i-4a.  ■nd  Ja«qaier,  iJVT.  n.  Jiy-Jit. 
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w.*-i*  the  BeaM  i«  the  infernal  Nero  redtvivut,  while  ». 
identifies  Domitiaii  vith  Kero  the  Bea&t;  and  it  is  hud  to 
beticrc  thst  one  and  the  Ktmr  writer  could  simultaneously  r^ard 
Uomician  ai  a  itecond  Nero  and  expect  Nero  redivimt  u  t  semi- 
lupemaiural  power.  Upon  ihc  whole,  one  oi  the  least  uniatis- 
faclory  solutions  is  to  take  "  as  a  Domitisnic  g\<xt%  by  the 
Christian  editor,  who  also  added  **  (if  not  all  of  *)  and  '*  to  a 
Vcspasianic  (Jewish?)  oracle  in  17*^  which  anticipated  the  down- 
fall of  Rome  at  the  hands  of  Nero  redivivus  and  hii  Eastern 
allies.  The  reckoning  of  the  seven  Roman  Icings,  wtucb  reeembles 
the  calculations  of  4  Etdr.u  and  Barnabas  (4),  b^ns  with 
Augustus*  (so  TacitU!>)  and  pastes  over  the  three  usurpen 
(Galba,  Otho,  and  \'itcllius  ;  cp.  Suet.  Vesftu.  1),  as  provindab 
would  naturally  do,  to  whom  the  stniggle  of  Ihc  trio  was  tio  nore 
than  a  passing  nightmare.  The  sixth  and  reigning  emperor  {h  J 
Itrriv)  is  Vespasian,  with  whom  the  Flavian  dynasty  took  up  the 
imperial  succession  after  Nero's  death,  which  ended  the  Julian 
dynasty,  had  well-nigh  broken  up  the  empire  (13*).  Vespasian's 
successor,  11tus,  is  to  have  only  a  brief  reign.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  it  did  not  last  more  than  a  couple  of  years.  After  him,  the 
deluge  1  Nero  redivivus  (ro  Bripiov),  who  had  already  reipted 
(8  fv),  but  wbo  meanwhile  was  invisible  (mt  out  ttmv),  is  to 
reappear  from  the  abyss,  only  to  be  crushed  finally  (oal  (It 
iw^Xttav  hrayKi).  Tbus  ihc  downfall  of  the  persecuting  empire 
is  to  be  hcrald';d  by  the  advent  after  Titus  of  one  belonging  to 
the  seven  (iK  rwv  jtrra  Ittiv)  emperors  who,  on  the  tradittona] 
reckoning  of  the  htadi,  were  to  sec  the  rise  and  fall  of  Rorm; 
The  author  of  v.»,  living  under  DomttUn,  is  obliged  to  identify 
(he  latter  with  Nero  (as  in  another  sense  some  of  his  own  pagan 
subjects  did);t  but  he  still  anticipates  the  imminent  crist! 
predicted  by  his  souice.  It  is  plain,  therefore,  that  a  Vespiasianic 
oracle  has  been  brought  up  to  date  in  v." ;  ibe  course  of  actual 
history  had  broken  through  the  cschatologkal  scheme  at  one 
point,  but,  while  the  prophet  seeks  (in  the  contemporary  and 

*  AugiuiiusirT^wTJi,  a  word  which  had  («tp«cial}y  in  Aik  Uinot)  itM 
ditiindl)'  rctii^tou*  cannouilan  of  wonhipfnl,  w«a  (Me  of  the  Jrl^iin 
^\atf^itiai  (tj>]  which  hotriScil  ttte  prophet  John. 

f  Ttic  ea/imt  Ntr»  gitic  of  Iha  Ruiiiaiut  hxl  a  «crn«r  replka  b  Wily, 
Chriilianily  (cp,  Eut.  //.  E.  111.  I? !  *  A»(M»>ai4«  .  .  .  rrXofO*  rti  K/^«*M 

taff  i/iAr  intim  litrrnAr.  itaiwf  r«f  w»ffit  atry  tHt€WwntnS  /t^Ur  mf 
4fMi'  traww  ^rw ofrafrni). 
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historical  note  of  v.")  *  (o  repair  the  latter,  he  adheres  firmly  to 
his  belief  in  it. 

■  No  liicfujr  liljiiion  ou)  be  aiablUhti)  beluccn  itie  aponlj-pM  uid  any 
«lhcr  NT  wtiiing  whirh  thnw!i  li|;ht  upon  iu  dxlc.  Hul  nne  incidmnil 
nte(-in»k  of  the  Unniili'nic  period,  firat  pointed  oat  bj  S>  Rdnach,  occun 
in  6*  (qx  the  preienl  wrii«'«  midy  in  £jtf.  1908,  Oct,  359-369),  whetc  the 
Immuaily  of  wine  noy  he  a  local  a1lu>iicin  10  DoinltMit'*  futiU  Mltempl  fin 
Jt-O.  93)  to  dieck  the  culiimtion  of  the  vine  in  the  tonlati  piorincei. 

The  poU-Nctonic  period  ii  indicated  by  two  other  minoi  tniCt.  f>.)  The 
Wnpi»tt,f.e.,  of  tj"'  litomelimni  uKcd  10  prove  that  the  apocalyptc breathe* 
the  unoiphere  of  the  wild  eomnioiion  and  anarchy  between  A.l),  70.  Thi« 
■nterpnialion  ii  ceruinly  iruer  lo  the  data  than  ihnt  which  finds  an  allumon 
10  the  murder  of  Juliut  Oeuit  [to,  f,g, ,  Cunkf  1,  rmirr,  and  Brutton),  et  to 
CaliguU  (Spina).  Bui  the  point  of  the  Oracle  is  thst  thii  weltering  ehaoa 
IimI  fid,  kavlag  the  empire  ttronctl  than  ever,  uiider  ihe  Flaviani.  The 
kpoalyptitt  looki  back  upon  Ihe  bloody  [nterte|;num  which  followed  Nero'a 
dealh.  The  ooII^ik  of  the  Jalian  dytiuty,  to  far  from  proving;  htal  to  Ihe 
Sul«,  had  flmply  aegiaiidiMid  iit  indiience:  Ihe  Itadilion  of  Ihe  wounded 
h(«d  (Dn  8*]  had  been  fulfilled.  This  rctrotpcrtiic  attitude,  toeeiher  with 
Ibe  befief  in  Nero  redivjvui,  poioli  away  from  the  Neronic  period,  (ii.)  A 
funhef  procj  thai  Ibe  ipocJilypic  could  not  have  been  written  Milicr  than 
Ihe  eljihlh  decade  of  the  Aral  century  ii  fumiihed  by  the  evidcntie  of  Polykatp 
{•rf  fAi/.  II*.  cp.  Zahn's  F^uimtjfrn,   ir,  3$2l.),  which  ihcrwa  thai  ibe 

tcbutch  at  Smyrna  could  hardly  bivc  had,  by  A.D.  70,  Ihe  hulory  preauppcMcd 

Several  reasons  contribtited  to  the  popularity  of  the  seventh 

•  decade  date,  (i.)  The  Tubingen  school  required  it  for  their 
thesis  that  the  Balaam iCcs  and  Nicolaitsns  were  Pauline 
Christians  whom  the  narrower  faith  of  John  the  apostle  alUcked 
(qx  Hausrath,  iv.  a$6  {.,  and  Baur's  CAurei  tiislory  of  First  Tine 
Centuriet,  L  pp.  84-S7).  Soon  after  Paul  left  Asia  Minor,  John 
settled  there  and  wrote  this  rigorous  pamphet  in  which  he 
congratulated  the  metropolitan  church  of  Ephcsus  for  having 
detected  bbe  apostlet  hke  Paul,  and  for  having  resisted  Ihe 
wbtle  enooadinient  of  the  Ulcer's  Geniile  Christian  propaganda. 
B  It  u  no  longer  necessary  to  refute  this  theory,  except  to  point 
out  that,  when  the  Neronic  date  and  the  Johannine  authorship 
are  mainiained,  iliere  is  a  much  more  plausible  case  (or  it  than 
•ereral  conserrati^-c  critics  appear  lo  realise,    (ii.)  Those  who 

*  John'*  feviwl  of  ihe  Kven  headi  it  pomtleled  by  the  author  of  Daniel'* 
•ddttion  of  the  eleienth  liixn  i<i  ihr  ir.uI'lii'iMl  ten,  under  timiUt  bislotical 
cx%nirin.  Kfinion.  Zfthn,  and  Clemen  {XNli'.  ii.  lo^f.,  al.  a04f,>  are 
(he  few  eritica  vbo  itlll  refute  lo  see  any  lefitience  lo  Nero  ibe 
r  failctiul  reMnaiu. 
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ascribed  both  Ihe  apooUypse  aiid  the  Fourth  gotpd  to  the 
Apostle,  naturally  required  a  long  period  during  vhidi  hU 
thought  and  style  were  supjiosed  to  mature.*  (iii.)  The 
alluuons  in  ii'^xnd  elsewhere  were  taken  to  imply  the  period 
prior  to  the  final  deslnictlon  of  Jerusalem,  upon  the  view  that 
the  airacil)-|i«e  reflected  the  contemporar>'  situation  in  Palestine 
— a  view  not  diasimiiar  to  that  which  placed  Hebrews  in  the 
same  deaulc,  The  recognition  of  Pal»linian  traditions  and 
sources  removes  any  difficulty  about  the  later  date  which  may  be 
felt  on  this  ground. 

For  ccMMdcfcncsof  theNcronic  d>t«,  m«  Hott  (cp. /C  t6o(.).f>in)eot, 

Selwyn  (d/.  lii.  ppt  31$  f-),  »nd  H.  W.  Hcndcnon  (Li/i  vti  Primafiati  if 

I  AV'0.  439  f.)'     T^e  DomJIiitnIc  dale  Is  uijued,  in  addition  to  ald«T  critics  Uk« 

LMill.  Hug,  and  Eichhom,  bj-  Hofmann.  Lm,  Havct.  MlUigan  {Diinmitm, 

It5-I4S),  Alfitd,  G1c«i;  {l/timJ.  Jth.    IVriliitgt).  Salaxm  (/AT.  >il-i4j), 

ISchSfei    [EtHl.   347-3SS).   Godel,    IfollimoBn,   Comely.    Uelan,  Jalkhw, 

tWeiatfckcr.  KarruukUC/-  ii.  I.  pp.  14!').  McGiReit  M^.  6j4f->.  Z*>m. 

fWernle,  von  Sodtm,  Adcncy  I/A'?'.  4&4r,),  BouRut.  >««  DolachUU  WtA' 

[lUuKn.  PoitcT,  R.  Rnapr(A'2.  38 f.].  Abl»U.  Krc)'enl>Uhl  {Di  f^f/n  Jn 

iWairiri/,   ii.   ly><.),   Foibn,   Swrte,   A.   V.  Ur«en  (£/iriwn  CmmiM 

^Writinp.  iSaf.),  and  A.  S.  Pc«ke[/A'7'.  (64!.^  as  well  ut.fra«oally«i« 

Beldi,  by  J.  R^vilk  (Orifiiut  dt  rtpinvfM.i.  109  f.),  ^-  C.  Arnold  {Dii 

tlrnniuAi    Ckriiltn^^-folgting.    iSXil),    NruRUttn   (LC,    iSSS,   841-84^, 

cevlcwiniE  Arnold).  Rnmtay(CA£.  pp.  168-309,  ET.  ivl.   171-174,  Snnt 

Ltiltrs.  93->X7),  S.  Gscll  lAVfiM  tU  fMftreur  thmiiiin.  189$,  pp.  307  U\, 

Malthaei  (PnMjniih4  JiPiri.,    1905.   401-479),   and    E.  T.   Kktta  (JM 

ChriiltHialAitrefiu  tmtir  Ntn,  1907,  46-48). 

S  7-  Ohjtcl.—Oivi  two  centuries  earlier  the  great  exemplar  ol 
apoca1y])tic  literature  had  been  published  in  order  to  itervc  the 
faithful  who  were  persecuted  for  refusing  to  admit  the  pre- 
sumptuous  divine  daimx  of  Antiodius  Epipharves.  John's 
apocalypse  is  a  latter-day  pamphlet  thrown  up  by  a  similar 
crisis.  The  prophet  believed  that  the  old  conflict  had  revived 
in  its  final  form;  Daniel's  predictions  were  on  the  way  to  be 
fulfilled  when  a  Roman  enipcior  btasphcmousty  claimed  the 
title  of  dominut  (I  daii,  and  insisted  on  the  rites  of  the  CtEsar- 

*  CpL  Hort  iAfnalyfn,  p.  1I),  "  Without  Ihe  lonf;  lapM  of  lima  and  Ihe 
than);!  mode  by  the  (■!!  of  Jciuiolcm  the  lnuuitioo  cannot  be  accoanicd  for. 
Thill  date  and  Bulhanhip  hang  locethrr,  It  would  be  eatiet  to  beliere  thai 
the  Apocal)ptr  wu  wtiKon  by  an  unknctrn  John,  than  thai  tioth  booki 
belong  alike  (o  Si,  John'i  calEcmc  old  aee."    See  btltiw,  f  8. 

t  Sevcinl  Clitics  who  aisi^  purta  !•>  an  earlier  date  >ci««  abo  that  Ifcc 
6nBl  ihapingoTilie  book  took  place  nniltr  Domillafi(w,«Xi  Erbca,  Barth. 
and  J.  WciH), 
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cultus  ss  ■  test  of  loyalty.*  This  popular  deification  of  the 
emperor,  with  the  corresponding  recognition  of  dea  Roma,  were 
panicululy  rampant  in  A»a  Minor,  and  the  a]>oca1y[isc  is  a 
vigotous  summons  to  the  church  to  repudiate  the  cultus  at  all 
coits.  Hence  its  emphasis  upon  the  virtues  of  maTt)Tdoon  and 
upon  the  speedy  downrall  of  the  Roman  em{rire. 

*'  Rome  iluUl  perith  1  mile  thai  woid 
la  ih(  blood  th«  (he  ha*  ipilL" 

The  loyalist  attitude  of  Paul,  and  even  of  the  author  of  First 
Peter  or  of  Oeineaa  Romanua,  is  exchan^ied  for  a  [jauionale 
bdtef  that  the  empire  is  the  incarnation  of  anti-divine  power ; 
the  prophet's  aim  is  to  rally  the  faith  of  the  churdi  by  heralding 
the  imminent  downfall  of  her  oppressor.  The  imperial  cultus  b 
taken  to  mean  the  last  iniiiuity  on  earth,  and  Rome's  downfall 
means  the  downfall  of  the  world. 

%  8.  Aulkonhip. — The  internal  evidence  thus  shows  a  writer 
who  was  (or,  wa*  represented  to  be)  an  ardent  Jcwiih  Christian 
prophet  named  John,  steeped  in  apocalyptic  traditions,  and  in 
dose  touch  with  some  of  the  Western  Asiatic  churches.  The 
disjunctive  canon  which  we  owe  priniarcly  to  the  critical  insight  of 
DionyuuB,  Origcn's  thoughtful  scholar,  further  proves  that  he 
was  not  the  author  of  the  Fourth  gospel  (or,  infercatially,  of  the 
Fint  Epistle  of  John). 

(a)  The  hypothesis  of  John  the  apostle's  authorship  t  is 
ruled  out  by  the  acceptance  of  the  tradition  of  his  rarly  martyr- 
dom (see  below.  Chap.  V.  (C)),  and,  even  apart  from  this,  it  b  im- 
pfobable,  especially  as  presented  by  those  who  maintain  that  the 
Fourth  gospel  (with  the  Epistles)  and  the  apocalypse  were  both 
written  by  him  at  the  very  end  of  his  life.  The  acceptance  of 
the  Itomiiianic  date,  whicli  throws  the  apocalypse  close  to  the 
Fourth  gospel,  renders  it  quite  impossible  to  maintain  the 
oomiDOQ  authorship  of  both  works,  as  though,  t.g.,  a  short  exile 
It  PUmos  temporarily  transformed  (Ramsay,  Seven  Lefitn,  S;) 
'the  head  of  the   Hellenic  churches  to  Asia  Minor'  into  a 

*rOT  Ibr  IheratUTc^  cp.  Llnduy,  Ckirth  mU  Uiniihy  ito  B*rly 
CwMh»<w'(l90jX  341,  uid  fCr.  V.  400. 

tSo,  rcnnlly.  U.  Wrlu,  W.  It.  5i<nco«,  C  A.  Scott,  Zshn.  BatifTol 
{Ltffu  mr  Ui  tvaitgiUi*.  1907,  I06r.|,  Stuitan  {GU£>.  l  171  f.),  Lepin 
ifiir^tm  A  fm^ttr.  fv^ifiU,  1907,  35?  f.),  Jscquier  {IN7',  iv.  jai  (.),  and 
AUmU. 
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Hebrew  seer.  Even  the  relegation  of  the  apocalypse  to  the 
earlier  dale,  and  ihc  inrcrcncc  that  iwciity  or  Ivrenljr-five  years' 
residence  in  a  (>reelc  city  tike  Ephesus  improved  John's  style 
and  broadened  his  outlook  into  a  more  spiritual  range,  do  not 
suffice  to  mecl  the  facts  of  the  case  As  Liickc  and  Alford* 
have  pointed  out,  the  Creek  of  the  Fourth  Oottpel  and  of  the 
first  Epistle  of  John  is  not  that  of  the  apocalypse  in  an 
improved  and  maiurer  :itate.  *'  I'he  dUTerence^"  as  Swete  ngbtly 
oliiietves  (pp.  clxxviii-clxxix),  "ts  due  to  personal  charactCf 
rather  than  to  relative  familiarity  with  Greek.  And  vhen  style 
cxprt;sse3  individual  character  it  undergoes  Utile  material  durnge 
even  in  a  long  life  of  literary  activity,  especially  after  the  age 
which  St.  John  must  have  reached  in  a.d.  69  or  70."  The 
fundamental  difference  in  the  use  of  language  is  corrabotated, 
as  the  sime  writer  adds,  by  an  equally  decisive  difTcicnce  in  the 
altitude  of  both  writers  to  Christianity,  which  it  oot  billy 
explained  by  making  tlie  apocalypse  the  eiq>ressioo  of  a 
rudirDentary  faith.  "  Even  conceding  the  priority  of  the 
Apocalypse,  can  we  explain  the  dilTerence  of  standpoint  by 
development  ?  Is  the  relation  of  the  apocalyptic  to  the 
evangelical  leaching  tliat  which  exists  between  rudimentary 
knowledge  and  the  maturity  of  thought?  And  is  it  to  be 
maintained  that  St.  John's  conceptions  of  Christian  truths  were 
still  rudimentary  forty  years  after  the  ascension,  and  reached 
maturity  only  in  extreme  old  age?"  The  answer  to  lhe*e 
searching  questions  must  be  in  the  negative. 

Even  those  who  give  up  John's  authorship  of  tlie  Fourth 
gospel  fail  to  make  out  a  good  case  independently  for  his 
authorship  of  the  apocalypse.  Thus  the  vindictive,  passionate 
tone  of  the  latter  is  connected  with  the  temper  displayed  in  the 
inddent  o(  Mk  9»«''  {Lk  g") ;  but  in  that  case  we  should  have 
to  assume  that  the  rebuke  of  Jesus  produced  no  impression  on 
one  of  the  two  disciples,  and  that  forty  )'ears  later  be  was  un- 
affected by  what  he  had  heard  his  Master  say.  If  it  is  hard  to 
fit  the  personality  of  the  beloved  disciple  or  the  mystical 
genius  who  wrote  the  Fourth  gospel  to  the  personality  of  the 
apocalyptic  seer,  there  are  almost  as  great  psychological 
difficulties  in  the  path  of  tl)Ose  who  would  oisociale  him  with 

*  MUligkn  {Diiaittimi  m  tkt  Af*s«ifypt»,  185-186)  alio  iB«dI«m*  ihU 
tbnxT  tbclcl,  t^.,  \tf  I,lKl>tf(Mt,  Calalitiu.  3^,  etc)  •■  "highlr  nn- 
nlUrictoi}." 
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ton  of  Zebedee.  These  would  not  be  insuperable  if  the 
apocaljrpie  showed  other  evldenco  of  apoatotic  (Johanninc^ 
authorship,  but  the  icvene  ii  the  case.  Thus,  in  3"  (Suirsi  a&rijj 
na$iaai  (urt  ifuA  iv  r^  0pov(p  fuiu)  the  writer  attributes  to  Jesus 
the  very  prerogative  which  the  Lord  disclaimed  {Ml:  10").  In 
ii'"*  the  inviolability  of  the  Jerusalem  caiH  is  assumed,  in 
contrast  to  the  explicit  logion  of  Mk  ij'-'  (cp.  Ac  6'*).  The 
geneni  scbcme  of  the  apocalypse,  with  its  calculations  of  th« 
endL  i*  nore  in  keeping  with  the  escbatological  methods  of  the 
btet  Judaism  than  with  Ihc  spirit,  t.g.,  of  Mk  n"-",  Mk  13**, 
Ac  i'"*,  and  7'"*  (where  the  safeguarding  of  the  elect  precedes 
instead  of  following  the  aisis,  where  the  four  winds  arc  agents 
of  destruction  instead  of  being  geographical,  and  where  the 
idle  of  messiah  is  entirely  omitted)  diflers  froro  the  synoptic 
scheme  (Mk  13'**^  as  9"  docs  from  Mt  14'  (so  Gaius).  These 
featuiet  suggest  that  the  author  was  .some  early  Christian  prophet 
who  sal  looser  to  the  synoptic  tradition  than  one  of  the  twelve 
would  have  done.  This  it  borne  out  by  the  &ct  that  he  claims 
no  apostolic  authority,  nor  is  there  any  evidence  *  that  he  had 
been  an  eye-witness  of  Jesus  on  earth.  An  apocalypse  is  not  a 
go&pcl ;  slitl,  a  personal  friend  is  a  personal  friend,  and  the 
apocalyptic  categories  of  i**-  arc  not  such  as  might  have  been 
expeacd  from  one  who  had  been  numbered  among  the  inner 
circle  of  the  Galilean  disciples.  Finally,  though  tS*°  does  not 
absolutely  exclude  the  possibility  that  an  apostle  wrote  it, — since 
apotfUt  as  well  va  l>rophtn  might  describe  objectively  Ihc  order 
to  which  the  prophet  belonged, — the  objective  and  retrospective 
tinge  of  a  I  '*  {tlu  twthe  afonltt  of  Iht  Zami)  suits  a  non-apostolic 
writer  ui>on  the  whole  better  than  an  apostle. 


*'  Om  nay  uriscly  heiitile  to  define  the  uca  of  the  impoMblc,  bill  k  b 
ly  in  the  highut  dcgne  unlikely  ■  .  •  that  an  vnleUered  Calilcan 
1  tlioulil,  h  the  Km*  of  the  l'arous!>  czpecutbn  o(  thoat  Mtliot  ytus, 
iiave  tamed  to  IJIcnify  invniigDlion  and  OiientU  lc»niin£,  .  .  .  and  that, 
■beve  all,  oDe  who  had  fal  al  thtr  frrt  of  jetui  could  put  (orlh  a  woik  Ja 
whkh  Ihc  great  lochtogiDrthcdlvine  Tuhcthood.  ihe  unlreml  biolherhocd, 
the  i^riloal  kingdom  (carcely  appcu,  but  in  their  place  we  hrai  hoarse  crios 
far  Ihc  day  of  vcnyaincc,  and  are  the  watrior  Chrial  ooTning  to  deluge  the 
earth  with  Uood  ~  (Foibet,  /atmi.  imki  te  NT.  iv.  96). 


'  "  Thai  the  writer  of  Rev.  iic«il  ni)!  hat>e  known  Jesus,  reimiini  a  ilrong 
indialkin  that  he  did  not  know  Kim  "  (Hoitci,  fB.  Iv,  165);  cp.  IluckMia, 
^  tit.  ]66  f. 
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Mide,  Ibe  cboice  be>  between  tbe  mo 
OioajvhH  o(  Akxaadna,  e*cfa  of  «boa  tatti 
okidMO.  (i.)  Soaw  Anadc  prophet  of  dm  ■■ 
J.  RMUe  and  Jstkber).  Thu  b  qwte  potaJbl^ 
wu  coBtRion  enough,  (u.)  John  MmA, 
■ulboitatire  [MnocuUlf  </U:  13*-")  thui  any  ankBOwa  Jofaa, 
•ad  hii  cUitni  have  been  urged  eipMMfly  by  Htu^  (CUcr 
/tianiui  Marmi  inJ  sein^  SrArifitii,  iS43t  PP^  >■  ^  ^I^K'X 
Weiaae  {Evan/ceUem-Prtttf,  1856,  pfx  91 1,  146^  180k  ■*>' 
Haumth  (iii.  1&8).*  u  well  «■  b)-  those  who  (Ske  Spitta  and 
VAlter)  make  him  ftspoiuiUe  Tor  one  of  tbe  wanton  oaderijiiy 
the  book  (ice  above,  pfx  489  f.).  DionjntB,  wbo  does  not 
connect  John  Maik  with  the  second  gospel,  brings  fbrwin]  no 
■lyliMic  arxument  frocD  that  <]uaTter;  he  (imply  di»inii8e«  tbe 
Higgaition  on  the  ground  that  John  Mark  {Ac  i^")  did  not 
■ceooipBity  I'aul  into  Aiia  Minor.  Tbti  would  be  no  valid 
wgximcnt  against  the  lheor7,  for  John  Maik  majr  have  settled 
•ubM(|uenily  ihcte  quite  as  well  as  John  (he  apo&tle.  Acts  is  as 
silent  on  the  one  at  on  the  other,  in  this  connection.  Still, 
the  share  of  Mark  in  the  second  gospel,  if  it  does  not  ibs^otely 
exclude  hii  composition  of  the  apocalypse,  does  not  favour  it ; 
and,  as  the  John-Maik  hypothesis  is  a  pure  deduction  rron  one 
or  two  statements  and  a  large  amount  of  silence  in  the  early 
Christian  lilcralute,  it  hai  never  commanded  very  much  support 
(r)  The  powibility  ihat  this  apocalypse,  like  mo«t  of  its  dass. 
may  be  pteudonymous  ("qui  hoc  opus  negabant  esse  loannb 
euangclistc,  aut  ilium  fuissc  loannem  ab  cuangclista  credebant, 
i|ucmadmodum  duas  posteriores  epistolas  adscribebant  loanni 
ncin  cuangflislie  sed  pfcsbyicio,  aut  cum  qui  oonM^ripsit  lihrum 
Id  cgiHe,  ui  ab  cuangelisu  tcriptus  uideretur  eoque  locum  suo 
InUituto  commodum  afSnzissc,"  Erasmus)  has  abo  to  be  uken 
into  account  {to,  e^.,  Volkmar,  S.  Davidson,  Wciuacker,  Forbes, 
Wcmie;  Un.  i.  363,  cp.  Bacon  in  Exp.,  1907, 133  f.,  and  JvuriA 
Gaftl  im  MtttarrM  amJ  DrMtt,  pp.  xbof.),  patticuUrly  in  the 
forni  of  a  literary  fiction  under  the  nanK  of  John  the  apostle. 
'  fhfri,  the  hypothesis  is  legitimate.     On  tlie  otlter  band,  an 

aiunth,  IwWFtn,  *U1  sol  decile  brtwctn  Jotin  Haik  aad  mow  iiIImi 
In  wy  MM,  itM  ■pocalTpilM.  be  huMt,  <mu  •  Pakwinka  OiriMha 
M«l)  «-Ii)(«ied  to  the  Uboal  pmctkts  of  r»iiUDe  sdhetcnis  In  iho 


« 


THE  APOCALyfSE  OF  JOHN 


5ii 


fly  Chriitian  apocalypse  vu  not  necessarily  pseudonymous. 
Hennas  is  not  It  is  true  that  the  apocntypse  or  Fcier,  which 
ranked  along  with  John's  apocalypse  in  lotnc  circles  of  tlie  early 
church,  belongs  to  the  pseudepigrapha ;  but  hero  the  apostolic 
characlcrisiics  arc  definitely  drawn  by  the  author,  whereas  John's 
B[}OCalypse  contains  no  specific  traits  which  would  lead  (he 
reader  to  imagine  that  the  seer  was  an  apostle.*  Another 
rais<m^itre  for  psmdonymity  is  absent,  viz.  the  consdouiness 
that  the  prophetic  spirit  was  no  longer  present  in  the  church. 
Though  the  contents  of  the  apocalypse  are  sometimes  no  more 
than  a  secondary  product  of  the  prophetic  inspiration,  some  of 
its  cardinal  passages  represent  direct  personal  visions ;  the 
antc^ted  predictions  in  the  apocaly|>se  {e^.  in  13  and  17)  are 
too  subordinate  to  necessitate  a  recourse  to  pseudonymity  here 
as  in  the  older  Jewish  pscudcpigrapha.  On  the  othet  hand,  if 
John  the  apostle  was  martyred  early,  it  becomes  nwre  po«sible 
to  conceive  how  the  apocalypse  was  written  under  bis  rame 
towards  the  close  of  the  century,  and  modilications  of  the 
pseudonymous  tlieory  in  tliis  direction  are  upheld  by  tliose  who 
find  in  it  earlier  fragments  or  traditions  cither  of  John  the  son  of 
Zcbcdee  (so,  e.g.,  Erbes  and  Bruston),  or  of  John  Mark,  or  of 
John  the  presbyter  (see  above,  p.  489)1 

(if)  The  last-named  figure,  however,  may  wdt  have  been  the 
real  author  of  the  book.  He  suits  the  reciuiremcnts  at  least 
better  than  any  other  contemporary  who  is  known  to  us,  and, 
unless  we  are  content  to  share  the  pious  agnosticism  of 
Dionysius  upon  the  apocjlypsc.  as  of  Origen  on  Hebrews,  or  to 
adopt  some  form  of  the  pseudonymous  hypothesis,  the  balance 
of  probability  inclines  to  John  the  presbyter,  who  must  have 
shared  the  prophetic  and  even  the  cbiliastic  aptitudes  of  the 
Asiatic  circle  to  which  he  belonged, — this  is  a  lair  inference  from 
his  relation  to  Papias  and  the  presbyter-traditions  of  Irenxus,— 
who  was  a  /ioSijt^  tov  nvpUn  in  the  wider  sense  of  the  term  {i.t. 
a  primitive  FaJeslinian  Christian),  and  who  was  one  of  the  most 
important  authorities  in  touch  with  the  earlier  apostolic  tradition. 
It  b  more  feasible  to  credit  him  with  the  rabbinic  erudition  and 
the  cschatological  lore  of  the  apocalypse  than  one  who  was 
iypipifiaTiK  tai  lAtwDTt  (Ac  4^). 

'Ttf  wcr  !i  tiflipl)'  the  brethtr  of  hi*  rode**  (1*  J  iJiX^  v^v  cal 
tvituturiit).  Paul  in  3  P  3"  it  no  more  (1  irf^t^ii  ilitClr  ^(.V^),  It  b 
tnie,  but  there  one  apottle  'ia  luppuud  to  l>«  lofettinij  lu  another. 
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Thit  hrpothesi*,  which  goe*  back  to  EokIhiu  (bamng  on  (be  hint  of 
DioDjdus),  wM  tu^ested  tUeth  by  Vogel  *  and  He'micbi  (in  Eoppc'i  //T. 
iStS),  and  worked  out  from  diRereat  itandpointi  by  Eichhorn,  Retti^  [Dmt 
trwtitlich  aiteslt  Ztilf.  d,  Afacaiyfu,  1831),  Bleek  (cp.  hii  BtUr&gi  tur  E*. 
A'rita,  184-100},  LUcke  {.SK.,  1836,  654  f.),  de  Wdte.  Schenkd,  Ewmid, 
WttichcD,  Wioeter,  Mangold,  Credner,  Neaitder,  K«iin,  Havet,  O,  Hfdu- 
mana,  Mejjboom,  DUiterdieck,  Selwj'n,  Etbes,  Marnack,  Bounet,  Kohler, 
Lindenbem,  tod  Soden,  Heinrici  {IM.  1903,  1361),  A.  VLejti  {TJl.,  1907, 
138^  and  von  DobschUti  (Pr«bUm4  d.  apoit.  ZeitalUn,  1904,  91  f.).  Gtodiii 
threw  ont  a  conjecture  to  explain  it  {'credo  autem  pcetbjteta,  qxntoli 
diicipulo,  cuttoditnm  hunc  libiam;  inde  factum  at  eiiucneopuaaquiboalam 
per  enorein  ciedeietar '},  but  it  Ii  bvonred  more  01  leat  teoIati*elir  bf 
Kcent  critici  like  Loiiy  {.Lt  Quatr.  £vat^U,  134),  Swete,  McGiflert, 
Pfleidecer  (Ure.  u.  4»f-),  Jacoby  {NtuUtl.  Bihilt,  1899,  444-455),  and 
Peake  (INT.  153  l). 

*  Vogcl'i  idea  WM  that  4>-ti'*  and  i*-3'*  were  (Netonic)  bsgrnait*, 
written  by  the  apostle  and  fub««queatly  edited  by  the  {Bobytei,  who  (aitda 
Galba)  wBi  refponiible  lor  the  apocalypie  u  a  wholCk 


CHAPTER   V. 

<A)  THE  FOURTH  GOSPEty 

LmxATUBR. — (a)  Modern  edldoms — G.  Haichoon  {London,  itfS7)| 
Lunpe't  CVmh.  AHalfii,e-ExtgilifV]  (t}i4)i  Scmler't /bra/truiu  11771)1 
5.  C.  Lai>|[e  (Weimar,  (797);  H.  E.  G.  F&ului  {mhlrtiui-intiifA  tmJ 
Miittritiki  ComiHtHlar  tiUr  dtn  Evglm  Jtk.  tStl);  KuiDocI '  (Ldpilg, 
1817)!  L.  U«leri'«  CummiHlalio  Ctilua  (Zurich,  iSjj);  J.  MunUt'* 
SjmMm  a^  iitittftrl.  Evang.  Jak.  tx  mariHtrtbui  tl  nttmmii  maximt  frnit 
(1836):  KIm  (tSt?)  ;  H.  A.  W.  Mcy»  (1834,  EnE-  u.  1S75I:  Lumu, 
CvmnitMlairt  fiiloiBfiifni  iFaiix.  i8j8) ;  Luclw'  (iSfOj'i  A,  Muo 
(i84jf.)i  Baumfuiot-CKi^uii  (1S14-5):  Dc  Wciic*  (1846);  Tholuck' 
(1S57,  En|[.  ir.  1S74):  J.  P.  Ungc  (i860,  Eng.  I>.  18711.)  1  L.  KlolnUr 
<l86l):  Olihiusen'  |i8£3,  Eng.  Ir.  i8ss);  Ew^ld,  DU  Jehan.  StkHfUn 
(1861]  i  W.  Btumldn  [Siuitcxi,  1863) ;  D.  Brown  (Glueo',  i86j1 ;  /.  J. 
Aatld  i&tfUcMim  dt  Fit/,  ultn  S.  Jmh,  1864)1  A.  Biiping  (1865); 
HwcwtnbCTB'  (l867r.,  V.i\^.  (r.  1879-80);  Burpr  (1868);  LuihudI* 
I18JS-6,  Enit-  Vt.  1876):  Silmff  (ed.  of  L«nBe  ;  New  York,  187a);  H. 
W.  WatktQt  (Ellioati'i  C<mm.  1879)1  Milligan  md  Moulton  (Schaffi 
Ctmm..  n1.  H.)i  Wnlcnu  {Sftaitr't  Coi/fm.  1880)  *  i  C.  F.  KtH  (lS8l); 
H.  CMind(Poudam,  tSSi):  P.  Schani  (1B85)*  ;  FUlion  (1887);  Reynold! 
(A^  Comm.  1887-8):  Whiiel.w  (i8tU()i  Wihle  <t»8S)  i  Godel* 
(t90J.  Eng-  <r-  of  thiid  td.,  Edln.  i8Sft-9)*i  K.  S<hn«ider  (18S9):  G. 
Rciib  (Edin.  18S9];  WoMfart  (1891)1  Plummer  (CGT.  1893);  BaeE« 
{Getm.  U.  b]t  Butmftnn,  1894);  M.  Dodi  lEGT.  189;);  Knabcnbaucr 
(1897)1  A.  Schrordct  (Uuwnne,  1899);  ACaymonl  [CS.  1901); 
C«ukniuii  (Matinei  Desuin,  1901)!  Schlaitei*  (1901)  j  }.  M.  S.  BalJMi 
(■909)1  Pctencn  (190J) ;  Blan,  Evg/ii  itt.  /eA.  turn  twr.  Utl.  ddtttii 
(1903);  B.  Wrltt  (—  Meyer',  1901)*;  Loby  (190J)*:  Catmet  (1904); 
C«l)ih(  (1905)1  A.  Can  (Cainbrid{«,  19OJ]  |  fielsn  <l9oj)l  llcitnidlei* 


'  For  periodic  (UTve7«  of  (h<  lilnulurc  and  detailed  biblingrapliia,  wee, 
in  addition  to  the  worha  of  Luthardt,  SchUrer,  WaiWins,  anil  Saaday, 
PliUcRmeiet'i  Aftr^u  ilti  reHlrgvtrKt  >itr  It  fmitriimt  f.vangiU  (ThtM  de 
Stmbcurg,  1850):  H.  j.  HolUmann  in  Buntm's  BiMWtrIt,  viii.  (1SG6) 
pp.  sG(-  i  Pflddorer  (/'jV-,  1901,  S7-74) i  Conybeare  (7T,  1906,  39-&i]i 
A.  Meyer  (7W..  1906.  y»U  iJ9'-.  JS;'-):  •^  n.  L.  Jteluoo,  Tk* 
ftmlk  Gttfitf  mJ  t»m4  ntfar  Cfrman  CntUm  ( 1906). 
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(XJVT.  1907);  II.  P.  Forbei  (/-ter^.  ffdUi  NT.  t*.  1907)]  WetUeCi 
(Gi«cfc  text  and  nolm,  1908)1  )IoliiRii>nn'8*uer  *  {fiC*  1908):  WtH- 
hiujcn'  {I908)j  Z«hn'|^A'.  1909)*. 

(1)  Studio. — (L)  Bguiul  Johuininc  uiihonliip ;— Edwud  Evmiuoi  (71* 
Diiionanct  ef  tht Fmr i;tti*'a!fy  mtivtJ  Et'^Hgt'iilt  ond tk*  Svidimtt t/litir 
AulhtMiiitji  tiamimid,  t)i«wich,  1791);'  Vofiet,  Kigtm  JrlMiatt  um4  jkw 
AuiUeir,  eic.(iSoi);  lloiit  in  UtaVt'i  Afia/tm /lir  /ttiiginumiiei$,  1. 47L: 
II.  It.  Cludius,  (/roKiuiltn  (ttOS).  pp.  Sof.,  Jjof. ;  Batlentttdt,  niitmU 
Jfkamui  |i8i3) ;  UiEiulineidcf,  PrelmbilU  di  Etvng.  tltfitt*Urtim/»tamuii 
aftHali  inJeli  ti  arigiit  |  iKk>)  *  ;  H.  C  M.  Ktttiz.  Or  ftM/iur  Sfrnnf. 
Cantniifiriim  sri^-iH«  (iSai) ;  LUUflbctger,  Du  KirrU.  Ji'aJithm  ttitr  4. 
Apetlii  Jahannti,  elc  (l&40|i  B-  Bnun.  Kritik  d.  Sttatii;.  Ctuttfi/w  d. 
JtiOHiiti  ttS^o)  i  A-  Sdiwciucr,  J>at  £vg/mJtiaMii/s{xS4ti:ZtUer{7%*ii. 
Jaktb,,  1S4S.  577I.,  oil  inlrrn.ll  evidence);  Schoegler  {NZ.  It  >fSf.): 
Knur,  Dit  KammuKtH  Evglitu  (1S4;);  alio  in  Tktti.  J^rb.  (184S),  pp. 
164  f.  (on  (tuchal  canirovFiiy) ;  HilKenfeld.  Dai  Evgtm  tmJ  Jit  Bri^ 
fckoHiutmukihrtm  Lt\ti*ertff(-t%t,ii'\*,Ki&  Di*  E\'^i*H  nath  ikrtr  Sltllumg 
Had  ttuhiekl.  BrJtiUuig  1 1S54) ;  Volkmu,  Hit  fitiiptn  Jttu  ( iSs7)  1  J- 
R.  Tobler.  Pit  EFg!unfr>ig4  im  tilfrm.  uitJ  dit  /tkoHiii/ragi  ittiitumdtn 
(185H);  WciDlvket  (/dJri.  daiiuJU  TiteJjfit,  1859,  63jr,  on  '  Beittlge  an 
Chtwktet  d.  Jotum.  Evgfaa '] ;  M.  NJeolu,  £liiJti  4'ilijuia  lur  la  Bitii. 
pp.  I17r.  (lE&t>:  Schalten.  Hrl  tvangiiU  mur /tA«n.  (1864,  Germ.  it. 
1867) ;  J.  J.  Tsyla,  At  •uumfi  la  aiirrttin  lit  CJutnuttr  tf  iht  F*mrtk 
Guflt ,  .  .  (1S67,  wcond  ed.  1S70) :  J.  C.  Muihes,  Dtaudtrdtm  vaitkti 
/ukamui  tpat^m  {Ltydea,  1867);  E.  V.  Node  ( T^tM/^Va/  Xtt-iiw,  1S67. 
445-473):  Schrnkel.  An  Civai/uUU  /ttu*  (iSjj);  W.  Cueh  (5*, 
1S74):  TVionu.  V/e  Grntiii  dts  Jfk..Ev£l<m  <i83i}*i  Jacotorn,  UitUr- 
imhtutgrH  tlhtr  das  Jfh.-Kf^m  (iSSt);  M.  Schwalb,  Unurt  vkr  Evflirm 
trMtrt  uud  kHIisfh  stpru/l  (18S5):  O.  Iloltnunn,  Pai  JtMannti-Epflm 
[1BS7)*;  BiOcknci,  Vii  vitr  EtglUm  (1887):  R.  Muiuia  (Un.  Iv.  4s- 
Ii0)*t  Cooe  (CfiftS  and  iit  Bariiitl  Iitrrfrti.,  189;,  167-317,  aho  in 
WfW  W^ld,  189],  \-ii):  van  NUnen.  OCL.  Hj'-^i  J-  Rmlk,  J> 
fuatriimt  ^iKiHpit,  tm  arifint  tl  ta  ra/rw  (1901I :  E.  A.  Alibuii  {EBi. 
17611.)*  t  P.  W.  Sclimledel  {E/ii.  isojf.);  Loliy,  Aittmr  ^m  ftiii  Inn 
(19OJ,  pp.  Sj-loS}:  Wicde,  CkAraklir  wtd  Tntitiu  da  Jtk.-Evgtmi 
<I903)*|  KteycnbUhl,  Dai  E-.^m  dtr  tVaKrkiil.  A'lm  UOmg  dtr  J4k.- 
Frap  [i.  1900,  ii.  1905).  (li.)  in  Uvour  o[  Johwinlne  aatlionhip:— L. 
licrlholdl,  i'oiiimiiia  dt  eripHi  Ewiplii  /tAannii  (Bilanem,  iSojt 
goipel  oriB-  sAramuc  note*) ;  }.  A.  l^  Wrgichoeider,  I'trtmi  tinn 
velUtait,lij!i<t  Eiiltiltutg  m  dai  Evglm  Jik,  (GiUllngect.  1806I1  J.  T. 
HemMn.  D\t  Auikaiiitd.  StkrifitHd.  Evait^.  J*k.  ianirtuikH,\%ti.  ttflf 
to  Breuchnckler):*  K-  Frommann  {SfT.,  iS4G>,  Bjj-^jo.  against  Weiue); 
Ebcard,  £)at  Et^m/ak.  umd  dit  nnntlt  Hyfalkiu  ttktr  ttim  Smtatimmg 

>  Cp.   •   itply    I7   Thus.    Falconer  t    Cotaln  PitndplM  b   Bnotoo't    fl 
DbMiunce,Mc.cxuiilned(Oxri>td,  1811)1  aUoUieBnelUliMplyloSnsM 
b]i  Aiidiewi  Norton  {Gtiminfitfn  ff  Few  Gufrli.  iSjjf.). 

■Othrr   repliet  <<.>   Itieluhiiculcr  by  Oltliuutcn  (Dit    B-klktit  d.    uim 
kalian,  Ev^w,  iSij)  and  Ctomc  (AVWuJi/Mi  ^iW  l\vkatalia,  1814^ 
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Baur):  Bletk'a  BfHrofi  tmr  Evfllfnt^'in  (1S46U  A. 
tf  Ctnui-tnnt *}  C*tftU*\\tAfi-^,C.»n-U«\sf.  U.S.A.): 
Ebmd't  Witttnsik.  KritU*  (1850,  ihird  ed.  1S68,  pp.  KiS(.)i  A.  RiuthI 
{TliMl.  /oArt.,  iSjl,  pp.  SOot.\;  G.  K.  Miyci,  Dit  Eihlk4il  .it!  Evgtiai 
HaiM/fi.  tSchoAhaiucn.  1S54) ;  O.  Thenliu,  Dai  Et'glm  d,  E\-£tiin  (ui  opT'i 
leltet  to  Sinnu.  1S65) ;  Hue,  JW  Evgim  gti  Jakanmis  (Leipiig,  1S66) : 
KigiCtBbMb,  DU  Zrupuiir  fitr  dot  Evglm  J«h.  |iS66,  ntcrn^  tvidcnw)! 
Ju.  Ort,  T%t  Atit^iMkity  »f  JchtCi  Geiffl  [I^ondon,  1S70,  reply  to  J.  ]. 
T«}-1ct  and  5.  DavidBon)  i  S.  LMihci.  n^  tfiintii  1/  St.  Jnhtt  It  Cirii/ 
(1870)  1  Sanilay,  AilAartMif  anil  //iiltni:i/  Ckartulir  tf  Fmtiik  Cmftt 
(1872)  *  I  Willing,  Dtu  Evgfm  S.  Jak.  4ia  S<htift  lints  Augimtmgm  timd 
arard.  Af»it.  /nioHni]  {liji);  C  E.  LuthardI,  SI.  /akn  lit  autkti-fflAt 
f-fttrtti  G*if*l  (Edk.  tr.  t^  Gweoiy.  K***"-  '87S.  *i'*i  vuluaWc  Ublio- 
fiiai^yt*:  BeyichlaiE  (.SA*.,  1S74.  fioyf..  1S75.  4ij(.);  Sander,  Tlu  C«tptlt 
in  IktSitettd  Ctnlury  I187A):  J.  M.  M'Dociatd,  Li/i  isnd  H'n'liHgi  ^  Si. 
/tk»  {New  Vofk,  tSSo,  pp.  lO&i.):  H.  H.  Rrana.  SI. /flat  iht  amJUr  1/ 
litfatirii  Cvt/v/dSSS):  Waikiiii  (BaiDpIon  Lectuiu.  1890);  Wetiel,  Dit 
Eitii/it «.  alatAviitntigitii  d.  Evaif.  Jah.  (1899};  CameTlj^ck.  D*  fttarli 
nangi/H  amcUn  [1899-1900^  aUo  in  BLE.,  190a,  lot-lll,  419^,  6]jr.)i 
T.  &  Sunns  and  II.  R.  Reyooldi  in  DB.  \x.  6S0-71S  1  Mangenot  [Vlforoui' 
DB.  ill.  il67'iaoi)i  Hoonackei  (RB.,  1900,  136-147)1  J.  Dtummond, 
Am  Enquiry  inta  Iht  Ckattitir  and  Authtrtkif  »f  Iht  h'airik  G«tftl {,\tfiT^  I 
tlaiUBleiletfriw/.  UCHralurUall.  190J,  \-(>.  17-JI,  Mid  Dit  fUiikithtlitk- 
kHldit  Jek.-Evtlmi  ILeipzig.  190J) ;  C.  Fouard,  X  Jtam  tt  U  fin  dt  Ftgt 
aftUtijtu  IPirU,  1904.  Ene.  tr.);  K.  ifeeliett:  {NKZ.,  1905.  $1-64)1 
SMKU7,  Tkt  Critiiitm  i^iht  Fetirik  GsiptI  (190$)  i  R.  H.  Sinchan  {DCG. 
i.  86^85):  CQX.  (1995)  84-107.  J87-411.  (1906)  106-1341  Lepn,' 
L'trieiiu du  ^uafri/mi  EitoHgiit  (1907)*  1  C  E.  SoMt-Monctiefl,  SI.  /tkn, 
ApnIU.  EfaiigiJia,  and  Prtfktl  (1909).  <iit.)  on  tptcial  pointi:— G.  C. 
SUnr.  tuttr dm  Ztftti  4.  rvang.  Gtitkiiku  madirr  Briift Jtkaitnit*  (iSto)  t 
K.  F.  Rinkt,  IHan  und  Ban  dii  J»h.-Ett!mi  (Berlin,  1814) :  Wtlideker 
(/aJirt.  diuiukt  Tktehgit,  1S57.  iHf-,  iS59w6Ssf.,  •Am%  Sclbsiieusniu  d. 
Joh.  ChriilQi')!  H,  SpiMh  jZH'7'.,  1868.  i68f..  309^,  •  Nathanul,  «in 
Rcilnc  turn  VeiVandnitt  der  Compoiitlon  d.  Logot-Evglma') ;  R.  H. 
Ilullan,  Eiiays  Tkal.  and  LiUrarj  (1871,  '  Hiilorial  Pioblenw  of  Ol< 
Foaithemper)';  C.  W,  ricriti,  Tk*  G*it*lt  fram  Ikt  riMinital  fntt  tf 
:iVw.  iktwimg  Ikt  ftrfttl  karmtny  ttlwtfn  Ikt  Four  Evangtliili  tn  Ikt 
t^jtaof  Ikt  Lnd't  tail  Suft*r(i^%);  F.  ■•on  Uechiriu,  ^rmihM  a^dtn 
Unffwg.dit  Bntkaffmitit,  mid  Bidtutunf  dn  Et-anf.  Jti.  (1876);  A.  H. 
FtMikt,  Dai  ATM  /tkiamt  (1S85):  Unch,  ParalUtltxIi  n  /tkanKti 
<i896}|  Schlatter,  'die  Panllelen  in  den  Worlen  Jeiu  bei  johannei  und 
Mallhiu'  [BFT.,  1S9S.  *.);  Rollini  [BXitiktta  Sacra,  1905,  4S4--499, 
»rill«n  hy  John,  edited  by  Apollos)  ;>  J.  n.  A.  Hart  (£*/.'  »■  2fi*  '■.  »*• 

'  Lepn'*  volume,  like  iheeaaj^by  A.  Nomelle  {Vamlktnlifiir  dm  fttalr. 
£t*i^[ilt  il  U  ik/tf  du  M.  ixiiy,  Patu,  1905)  and  C.  ChinTin  {Lti  id/it 
di  Letiy  mr  U  funlr.  FtxtHgi/t,  1906),  a  spccully  dtr«ted  agiinu  Lc«ty. 

■ToUei  (h«  tboTc)  hul  already  conjeclured  ihal  ApoltM  oompoaed  die 
Foorlh  coapel  on  iht  Inwt  ol  }ohtnnln«  tiadlliana. 
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4»r.,  'pita  fot  iccocniiion  of  faittorica]  ftolhority  of  Foortb  (Mptt*);  C 
GIcIhIA'A'/.,  igaj,  ijal,  S4H.,  6jtl.,  673  r., '  Bcltifee  n  dn  Fnci  nub 
def  Enluehune  iind  d.  Zwcck  dn  Joh.-E'glins')  1  R.  II.  SinciMn  (£^* 
»iu.-4i.,  'The  Chtui  al  Ihe  Fourth  Gotptl');  P.  liwald  {NKZ.,  igoS, 
tl4-8s],  '  die  »uljjecii*«  Foim  det  johutn.  ClirUiiu-Rcdcn  '1 ;  *»n  CTntgi 
(/*iV.,  1909,  143-150,  'aim  richtieen  VenUadoH  d.  )oti>n».  ProlDc*): 
O.  Zuifidlcn,  DU  /MmaS  lUi  vurten  £t:g/mt'  (1909)1  D  H.  MOllei 
ISB4W,,  1909,  'Du  Joh.-ETGlni  im  LIchtc  d.  Slrop^theori* ') :  A. 
Men,  Vb  viir  Kainmiithtm  Eagtiem  iMui  lArtm  ill.  tiioMHieit  TaiU .  .  . 
a,  i-JtioMMti  (RFtliD,  1910}  *  i  M.  Gogucl,  Li$  Sftmit  Ja  rfiit  J>fitaiHifmi 
*E>  U  FaiiifH  (Piirl»,  1910)  i  Lepin,  La  Valour  Hlitfifm  Jit  Qttatri/mt 
£*tiVi!t IPuv,  1910)*)  E.  H.  Aikwith,  nt  fthr^iiai V^hu ^ tlu  f^Kftk 
GMftI  {igtoy  [iv.)DnllK  Logot-cocKcptioo  1— W.  Bunnlctn**  finwAMi 
ANtrMfKV  ''''  J'J^t^iitfhtn  l-ifet  aui  <lfm  flttigiii»t$ftUmtn  dit  OrUiOt  iv 
mtwiitilH  (tSiS) :  Aoathon  Aal,  Giitiicilt  d.  Ugasiiti  [1.  1S96,  tl.  iS^^l : 
E.  B<«hi«,  Ut  iditt  fAUfKfki^Mi  H  rtligi/Hiti  lU  PhiSen  tAltiatUrit 
(Pihi,  t9aS)  *  ;  J.  S,  Jobiiiton,  Tlu  I'hibtaf)^  tf  Uu  fturiJi  Gftptl  {A 
Study  sf  thi  Legei-DoitriHe,  Us  Smrtti  and  SipuJCtmtt],  1909.  (v.) 
Ecnetal  I— R.  Sbephnd,  fffitt  Crit.  and  Diss.  «m  Iki  Gttf^  md  B^.  ^  St. 
film  (IxmdM  1796);  J.  G.  IIcoIct.  V»n  GMti  StJim  dtr  tfM  Hiilamd. 
H»tk  fili..Erglm  (Riipi.  1797)  1  C  C.  Tiiimuin.  MMtmtt*  Sttra  (1816, 
Bag.  u.  iKm):  KomKd,  Ulirttgrifi  dts  Svglm  m.  Jlr  BHift  Jtltmuitt 
418143)1  C.  NicM,  OU  Cmm^pdanltm  dtiyii.  Efifmt ^ti»utBbla^  iSjo}; 
C  P.  Tide,  Ort  *Msif.  «M  /tJiaiiiur  (1855):  H.  Abetle  lTlkf*t. 
Ovtt/drAr^.  1861,  37r.):  R  Wtisa.  ZVr>t.  Z/JbivnyOSfia):  Note 
iTlml.  QuMi/itAri/i.  i86t,464C.);  Schwiilli (#(iw«  A  72M.,  iKj.  113!., 
249  r.,  'No(c«  (UT  r^nngile  de  J«*ii') ;  Vfduit'kex'*  (Ml/rnnkimgtn  attr 
«Ew  £fang.  GtitHt^U  (1864,  iccund  fd.  1901)*  ^  Saboticr  {ESK.  vit  iSt. 
■93)  i  Hetitn,  I.  pp.  477-54i  ;  M.  Wolf,  Dai  £p{/m /tioHHis  tm  tttmr 
BtdtuluHg /er  tViit.  m.  C'JMifn  (1870) ;  II.  DeUT,  SMwM*lungifistMilUt 
d.  fftligiiH  (188],  pp.  s64f.,  l84t,  3a9f.);  F,  D.  Mkiiric«,  Tit  G*$ftl*f 
St.  Jei-  (iG83) ;  H.  DrtIT,  GritUeHi  J.  nMt/tna  mw  NmcmA  (t8>9,  67- 
S06))'  Reuw.  jVTTa.  u.  331  r.  i  H.  Kohkr,  Au  fV^/m /«!.,  DviltUmg 
dii  LtirtfgTiJi  US12) ;  C.  MonlvGon  {/Q^.,  1S94.  34-74)  i  tl-  B,  Suttm, 
T*t  JtAoHHiiu  TkahzT  iNew  Yoik,  1894):  B±tdeiMpaf«,  />f  PnUg 
dii  Vurlm  Efgim  I1S9S)*  ;  A.  Titjiu,  Dk  JtH.  AMui-mimg  tmltr  d. 
Gituhtifimil  diT  Siligtiit  <i9O0)*i  Poichu,  /fManmim  f^aUimi  atti 
Mfittn  Xiali  (i90r)i  SeliUitw  [HFT.,  1901,  iv.  'dlt  Spncbe  m.  Htjmai 
do  *ktien  EvrIhk')  1  J.  Grill,  Unlirmeititiirm  firr  dit  EHiitthtint  d. 
fidritm  Evgiinii.  {ii)Qt)' \  ].l^  NuelKO,  DU  B^ituliimg  dti  Er^gfrnjok. 
fOrJ.  CAriulitkt  LtArr  (1903];  hti<:{DCG.  I.  885-895.  *I«ola  Camiri^ 
BiUital Eaayi.  1909,  351-288);  If.  A.  Lccornvn  (TIm/.  .'Hiiditn,  1905, 
377-41*)  i  J.  d'.^lma,  La  Cmtrrttnt  Ju  Qmalriimi  ZTiwi^fifr  (1908]  )  E.  F. 
Soon.  Tilt  f'tmrlM  GfiftI,  its  /"urftu  aad  Tltfldfjr*  (1909)  *  i  A.  E.  Brooke 

'  Deis*!  foriliet  worLi  included  Das  Vitrti  Sv^m.  rim  Atttitntisr^r 
Siiirtf  Mtr  Jam  vm  Nauirtik  (1890)1  AViw  fUifi'ti  mr  A'ririk 
wd  MMtrtntg  d  tgEertm  Epgtmt  [1890):  and  an  ttmj  in  ^A',  (1 
pp.7»r. 
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ml  Vriue  of  Fourth  Goapel'  {C^amtrUp  SiUifl  Bttayt,  1909, 
3S9.J1S) :  B.  W.  Baoon,  n»  faurtl,  Gajftt  im  Rutartk  and  DtUit  * 
(New  Voik,  1910);  A.  V.  Cmn,  Thi  Bfitiim  Ca»»aUai  WrittKp 
(London,  1910). 

1 1.  Ouitine  and  (onttnts. — Special  titenture :  K,  Mcyw,  ier 
Prolog  dts /0h.-£vslmt  {1901);  L»ttey  {£xp.''.  May  1906,  414- 
434X  Hildicocl:  {Exf.''.  Scpu  1907,  a6iS-)jg),  Wallher,  ImMt 
u.  Gtdamiengaitg  da  Evglm  nath  Joh.  (1907). 

The  analysis  of  the  gospel,  as  it  stands  (leaving  out  ch.  ai), 
depends  upon  its  bisection  into  two  pans  (t-i>,  ij-10)  or  three 
(1-6,  7-t*,  13-10).  The  latter  suiu  the  data  belter.  The 
Milier  ministry  osdllalcs  bctirccD  Galilee  and  Jerusalem  (a'-^", 
Simariun  city  =  n^*^  followed  by  a  otj/mIoi-  of  resurrection) ;  the 
later  {7'-ia'*)  is  confined  to  judea,  witli  two  retreats  (io"-*» 
and  1 1*"0.  'he  former  {ir/fMi-  t*5  'lofAtvou)  of  which  is  followed 
by  a  (r7fUMf  of  resurrection  {4*»-  "  =  io*»  belief  of  manyX  ihe 
latter  being  im  'E^pni^i  Afyo/iirijv  TdAii'.  The  third  part  (is"- 
«»*')  describes  the  convcrs.nion  of  Jesus  at  the  last  supper  (13'- 
1 7*'),  the  arrest,  trial,  and  death  {18^19**),  and  the  ap|>earances 
afler  death  (io>-"). 

The  prologue  illustrates  Pindar's  comparison  of  an  opening 
lync  to  a  stately  fafaiU :  apxofUrav  f  tpyov  ;g»^  (rp^ronrov  tfi/icr 

Quod   tnitiam  Mucti    euugclii  cui  noin«D  *9l    •Mundum    loluuinem, 

.  .  .  kurrit  liiloit  con*<ri)>cndiiin  et  per  «mne«  cccleiiu 

atudmlt   (Hoponcndum  cue  diubu  (Aug.    Ciuil.   Dti,   *. 


The  Logos  is  the  divine  principle  of  creation  (i'"*),  a[>att  from 
which  the  universe  is  unintelligible ;  no  i^twnpym  has  any 
place  or  function  in  creation,  beside  the  airtive  I^got.  Neither 
here  nor  elsewhere,  however,  does  the  author  dwelt  upon  the 
general  creative  energy  of  the  Logos ;  it  is  the  specific  function 
of  revealing  the  divine  nature  to  men  (i*''}  which  tmnicdiatdy 
abtorbs  his  attention.  TAe  lift  wat  the  light  ef  men.  The 
opposition  encountered  by  the  pre-Chnstian  m-elation  b  so 
charact eristic  of  hum.-irt  nature  in  all  a^cs  tliat  the  wiiler  drops 
into  the  present  tense  in  v.'.  Hurrying  on  to  the  final  revela- 
tion, for  which  John  the  Baptist  was  merely  a  witness  (i*^  he 
explains  that,  when  John  was  testifying,  the  Light  was  already 
coming  into  the  world.     In  spite  of  John's  tcsiimojiy  and  his 
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own  ravdation,  however,  only  an  elea  minority  of  believm* 
(i>*°e  lo")  welcomed  the  l^gos  (i*-").  To  them  the  incarnate 
Logos  (no  phantom  of  docetic  gnoslicisnt).  in  virtue  of  hi* 
divine  sonship.f  mnnircsts  and  imparts  the  real  nattuc  of  God 
the  Father  <i»-'«). 

The  introduction  (i"-")  develops  the  witness  of  John  the 
baptiter  to  Jesus  as  the  Christ  (i"'-).  the  Son  of  God  {i",  Cp. 
ao'>}.  This  witness  is  borne  in  a  triple  fashion:  (a)  before 
acepticsl  Judaism  (  =  «l'Ic>vfiaioi,  i**^  (i)  in  a  soliloquy  t  (<'*' 
••),  and  (0  before  two  of  his  own  disciples  (i**).  The  third 
testimony  starts  a  movement  towards  Chriuian  discipleship : 
(a)  two  of  John's  disciples  join  Jesus  {(*'■**),  (i)  they  bring  o»cr 
others  (i'"""),  and  (<)  finally  (rp  imiiftLor,  as  in  i"-*'),  Jcsut 
himself  calls  a  third  set  (i*'*).^  The  genuine  Isratlite  is  he 
who  {i"-*)  comes  to  Jesus  tlirough  sceptical  picjudice  and 
confesses  him  lo  be  the  Son  of  God. 

1'hc  n:li)(ion  of  Jcstis  is  now  under  way.  The  three  follow- 
ing stories  bring  out  its  superiority  to  the  older  Judaism  (2^ 
jUt  ^i-Jij  ffon,  various  points  of  view.  The  activity  of  the 
disciples  in  baptizing  throughout  Judea  leads  up  (note  Ibe  loose 
JLi-ra  ravra)  to  John's  final  witness  (j*"-)  and  incidcnially  10 
a  mission  at  Sychai  (4*^)  as  Jesus  and  his  disciples  make  their 
way  north  to  Galilee  (4*"')-  Here  the  second  oTifMibr  rounds 
off  the  opening  cycle  which  began  with  the  first  v^timr  (bo4li 
at  Kana :  petition  for  help,  eliciting  of  trust  i*~  4**,  mystctiuus 
aid}-  The  faith  of  the  >ui^ai  (2")  has  now  widened  into  the 
faith  of  those  benefited  {4'') ;  for  this  faith  in  the  word  ($"*■) 
of  Jesus,  sec  already  4*1,  as  contrasted  with  faith  in  his  (nj/iaa 

(a»4*»)- 

The  second  cycle  contains  two  controversies  with  the  Jews 
occasioned  by  three  mnuta,  one  at  Jerusalem  (5)  and  two  in 
Galilee  <6).  The  second  of  the  latter  a^w  {6"**)  is  really  a 
pendant,  as  in  the  synoptic  tradition,  to  the  former  (6''"),  and 
does  not  appear  to  have  any  independent  significance.  The 
narrative  of  the  period  closes  with  a  messianic  confession  of 

*  Note  the  clinui  of  '^  thumuiiiirl,  "*  (Judaiim),  sml  **  (CtiriMiaBs). 

t  A  Pliilunk  touch  i  10  m«  God  >u  the  nuk  of  prlnKc«ii(ute{£lr/Mr. 
Caaii,  18].  The  phnue  x^f*  ^'^t  XifxrM  a  snotbct  rtaoinkeence  and 
ukpudon  of  Fbilonic  iBneuicc  (cp.  dt  fnt.  Caini,  43). 

t  At  uiy  nie,  no  uUi«nc«  b  menUonrd. 

I  Nou  In  ihU  p*rafir«pli  the  in(eiwe«ving  of  {i)  vyi  (f)  in  r**-  tnd  I*. 
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bhh  on  (be  part  of  the  eleven  disciples  (6^ ;  the  secret  dis- 
loyalty of  the  twelfth  (6"-")  is  noted  by  way  of  dramatic 
itidpation. 
Tbe  mystical  revelations  and  claims  of  J«sus  have  now 
not  only  driwn  many  of  his  p.a6tjTai  away  from  him  (fi*"-  •*■), 
but  provoked  the  deadly  aniipathy  of  Judaism  (s"-  "  7').  The 
controversies  of  5-6  have  led  to  rtothing ;  they  have  evoked 
only  perplexity  and  initalion,  even  in  Galilee.  The  second  part 
of  the  miDistry  (7-ti)  includes  the  deepening  contTict  with 
■flaism,  in  a  series  of  discussions  at  Jerusalem  during  the 
of  tabcrnatles  (7-10-')  and  the  feast  of  dedication  (to 
tfKiUna,  io"-«»)-  A  partial  sympathy  is  elicited  (7"  =  ro'*), 
but  it  ia  a  rcsunection-ir'jfMioi'  (ii'"",  after  lo'^"*')  which  first 
converts  many  of  the  Jews  (11*'  13"),  though  it  also  brings  the 
mortal  hatred  of  the  Jews  as  a  whole  to  a  head  (1  ■*<*'-}.  The 
subsequent  entry  into  Jerusalem  (is'")  is  followed  by  an 
episode  (13"*-^)  which  is  the  third  anticipation  of  Christ's  death 
and  resurrection  as  prcligurcd  in  tltc  injiitioy  of  11''**,  the  two 
others  being  ihc  prophetic  word  cf  Kaiaphas  (ii*'-**)  and  the 
action  of  Mary  (iz'*).  A  final  summar)-  of  the  results  achieved 
by  ibe  public  mission  of  Jesus  is  appended,  the  general 
BunbeLief  of  Judaism  being  accounted  for  on  the  theory  of 
predestination. 

The  third  section  of  the  gospel   opens  with  the  actions 
{■3*^)1  'be  instructions  (13-K^).  and  the  last  prayer  of  Jesus  at  a 

■  private  supper  with  his  disciples.  After  death  he  appean  thrice: 
to  Mary  of  Magdala  (ao'"),  to  the  ten  disciples  (jo'*'**  in 
the  evening),  and,  a  week  later,  to  the  eleven,  including  Thomas 
{ao»*-~). 


Tht  OKillilEni  between  Galilee  and  Jtu]<«  b  tUonety  tnuktd,  Jcnu 
■ppeat*  in  die  vjdnilj  «f  John  ihc  Daplui  rifar  toD  'lapMrtv  ft"-):  )>e 
Iben  moves  into  Galilee  (i",  no  trmn  giTen),  from  which  the  appioiicli 
«f  the  pnwvDr  reeall«  hiin  to  Jmnulcm  (z*"');  he  depattt  tliriit'tiiviaitt 
Tjr  t^,  Dj  rcBKiti  f^venl.  tdunH  to  Cililec  viS  Sanuuia  (for  cnig- 
loalk  roMon  p*ea  in  4').  and  a)[atn  goes  up  lo  Jenualem  to  atteiid  a 
JtmiA  rralival  ($').  The  next  ctiaptn  (6')  places  him  in  (Ullln  [no  leascQ 
(i*ea  (or  hi*  reium),  and  in  7"-  he  gon  \mek  upon  hi*  own  initiallve  <u  the 
is^Hlal  for  ihe  tfiqtovirrla.  He  >i  Will  livro  in  10'"',  but  rttiia  (10*^) 
wifor  TtS 'li>ptirai/i  =  l"'-)  Co  avoid  teln);  aticsltd  for  tilaiplieinjr.  After  a 
biiel  vi»i  10  Bclhany  (ll"-)>  for  the  purpose  of  raiiine  Luanit,  he  agtin 
tciire  in  otdrt  10  avoid  arrnl,  Ihia  litat  not  norih  into  Galilee,  tnil  to  the 
woof  Ephraim  (ii").     Finally,  (he  appisach  of  (he  puMVtt  briogthini 
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bide  to  JeruMlem  (ii*'-  *"■),  where  ill  the  rMurMclIcM-appeanAoet  tike 
Phw  (PP-  *i*-'iS)- 

§  a.  Sourtts. — Apart  ftom  the  OT,  the  main  cunents  which 
flow  through  the  gospel  an  those  or  {a)  Pautinistn,*  (/)  the 
Jewitb  AlexaDdcian  philosophy,  and  {e)  Stoicism.     Though  not 
mutually  ezdusive,  for  practical  purposes  they  may  be   noted 
sepsLratdy.    (a)  The  author  has  worked  in  [he  Pauline  anlitbesii 
of  gTac(  and   law  (t'^  cp.   Ro  6'*),t  and  Pauline   ideas  like 
God's  sending   of   his    Son  (3" -Gal   4**^)  and    Cod's    low 
(^yiwijtrw,  3",  cp.  F.ph  a*).    On  the  other  hand,  a  conoefitioa 
like  that  of  Phil  a'-"  is  diiferenl  from  thai  of  Jn   3»*-»;  Ibe 
idea  of  the  Spirit  as  a  factor  in  the  glorified  nature  of  Chrtit 
(Ro  I*)  lies  outside  the  special  view  of  the  Fourth  evangelist, 
who  tends  to  confine  the  operations  of  the  Spirit  to  believers: 
and  both  the  Pauline  conceptions  of  sin  and  faith  fall  into  the 
background  before  other  interests.    These  differences,  however, 
do  not  affect  ihc  general  impression  that  on  such  cardinal  topics 
as  union  with  Christ,  freedom  (S""-),  and  life  in  relation  to  the 
glorified  Christ,  the   writer  has  developed   his  theology   froia  ^ 
Pauline  gcims.     Even  the  specific  sense  attached  to  lot^im  ia  1 
the  Fourth  gospel  may  be  but  the  development  of  Paul's  usace) 
in  his  epistles,  where  the  synoptic  •^apuraiot  tends  to  be  dropped  I 
for  louSui'oi  as  the  opponents  of  Christ  and  Christianity  (cp^; 
Rcsch,  Payliitismut,  194-196,  540). 

{f>)  Alexandrian  Judaism  had  already  blended  with  Paullnisa| 
in  Hebrews,  which  lies  midway  between  [>aul  aitd  the  Fourth^ 
gospel;  cp.  the  parallels  with  the  btter  in  creation  ItkTifurni 
(i*  a"  cp.  Jn  1*),  absence  of  self-glorification  on  Christ's  part 
(5*  cp.  Jn  8"),  Christ  as  man's  aiccss  to  God  {7*  cp.  Jo  t4*),fl 
Christ  tht.-  shepherd  (13*°  cp.  to»},  the  unity  of  the  dyiaCMr  and 
the  dyiaCofitroi  (j"  =  Jn  i?"-"),  and  j'-Jn  »o",  to**-Jn  14*, 
tt^'ojn  14*.  The  conception  of  Jesus  in  Hebrews  is  cloMS 
(s'**)  to  the  synoptic  tradition  at  some  essential  points,  howevef. 
than  to  the  Johannine,  which  tends  to  omit  such  features  of  cry- 
ing and  infinDity  as  derogatory  to  the  Ixtgos-Oirist  on  earth. 

■Cp.  ReuM,  NTTli.  U.  SijC;  A.  TMliu,  i>p.  11  f.,  isf.,  jiC,  7oC|fl 
itsf.,nc  ^1 

t  The  phnuc  indtlcnull/  ihowi  hftw  hi  Ihc  nld  tnaxivrtrsf  ovct  (Iw  !■« 
lay  bthiiiil  ihe  wiilct  nntl  bit  ttaAen.  An  Kcu»  it/-,  (if.  533)  otncrre^ 
"  he  tcvmi  almou  (0  have  (oreaitcn  thai  this  ww  ■  poiDl  mcmiti  wliidh 
eontfOTeiqp  had  lagrd  long  and  paMionmlely.'* 
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helpful  idea  thai  even  Jesus  required  to  win  his  trajr  into 
th«  higher  reaches  of  thought  and  feeling  towards  God  is  rividly 
present  to  the  mind  of  the  Akxandrian  genius  who  wrote 
Hebrews,  but  it  is  not  congenial  to  the  teiDperkment  of  the 
Fourth  evangelist. 

The  most  noticeable  channel  for  this  Alexandrian  influence 
on  the  Fourth  gospel,  however,  is  Philonism.  "The  reader  of 
Milton,"  said  Coleridge,  "must  be  always  on  hb  duty;  he  is 
surrounded  by  sense ;  it  rises  in  every  line ;  every  word  is  to  the 
purpose."  liiis  canon  answers  to  the  critical  si>irit  in  which  the 
Fonnb  gospel  hu  to  be  read.  Symbolic  or  semi-allegorical 
meanings  are  not  to  be  expected  or  detected  in  cvciy  phrase  or 
touch,  however  incidental;  allowance  must  be  made  for  the 
introduction  of  circumstantial  details  such  as  an  imaginative  and 
dramatic  writer  is  accustomed  to  employ  for  the  purpose  of 
heightening  the  effect  at  certain  points.  Generally,  howe\'er,  the 
reader  of  the  gospel  is  surrounded  by  allusions  which  are  not 
always  obvious  upon  the  surface  There  is  oflen  a  blend  of 
subtlety  and  simplicity  in  which  the  significance  of  some 
expression  is  apt  to  be  missed,  unless  the  reader  is  upon  the 
outlook.  Of,  as  Coleridge  put  it,  tiiwn  his  duty.  The  brooding 
fulness  of  thought  and  the  inner  unity  of  religious  purpose 
which  fill  the  book  demand  for  its  interpretation  a  constant 
sensitiveness,  especially  to  the  deeper  meaning  which  prompted 
the  methods  of  contemporary  religious  speculation  along  ttie 
lines  of  the  Alexandrian  Jewish  philosophy  (cp.  p.  37)  aa 
represented  by  Phtlo.  To  ^i^  Jk  ^i^ofuruv  r&  jSAnro/Mvof 
ytyoivrai. 

The  dlfleiencea  between  Phllo  and  John  cmly  hrlne  onl  th«  laller^ 
bndliMily  with  ihc  Thilonic  rncihodt  tn4  maicciali  which  he  um  lot  hl|[hn 
ends.  Tbut  Ihr  nuimrniui AvrdM"! or  U)«i<il  the  ipecuUiive  religious woftd, 
whieb  wen  eii|iicuiont  or  *i>eiiu  of  one  d<vlne  Powei,*  wen  swept  i^da 
bf  this  luthot,  jiut  u  Paul  hud  ilresdy  flone  along  b  dilTeielll  line ;  lhei« 
b  but  une  '.iigoi,  (nd  lh;ii  it  Jeiitt  Chriit.  John')  Loc?*  is  historical  and 
peiKmol.  In  ihe  very  acl  of  Klling  uide  tuch  bprcuUlIont.f  hownrr, 
the  wiilei  uics  many  of  tlicir  phnici.  Thiu  i"  u  a  Ihoughl  chuacletUllc 
of  Philo,  who  ptiitali  nmolly  ugafntt  Ihe  idea  that  GihI  can  be  icen 
(^  mmt.  nemln.  a),  and  iuld>,   J  frefei  ol  Gn  17*,   thai  Mch  sllurioD* 


*  Cp.  Usenet'c  (Mttnutma;  pp.  339  f. 

T  Cp.   the  Kntence  of  Cornuliu.   rirfxif*  M  i  'I!fv4i  ^  Uym  6ir,  tr 
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la  the  viuon  of  Goct  imply  the  iDinirc^tatlon  of  ant  of  hi*  poxn  (iMA  i 
ill  luii  rut  wipl  tiri  ftvrd^ur,  T^t  paaAixii,  v/Djniraii/nri).  SioMluljr, 
the  changing  of  Ihc  nurne,  in  otder  to  «lpreM  «  dMptr  lignificutoi  » 
the  brarcr't  new  nUiion  to  God  (I*],  U  in  Phllo  ftlM  (ib  atW.  imm.  ij) 
»  (imclioik  of  (he  I-OKOi  (in  the  cue  of  Jacob,  not  of  Abrmm),  vbcre  It 
It  UMcialtd  with  beinf!  'bam  of  God'  (cp-  ^  PS-  M>  '  whrii  Abtwn 
became  improred  and  ni  about  to  hai-e  hU  name  thariEtd.  he  then  bccuM 

■  nun  of  Gixl').  J»hn't  hahil  of  tiling  phiuet  of  mplerioui  uid  (jnnbolie 
«i|:nilicancc  *  for  apptrcnily  itin|>te  actiont  and  mnlt,  ia  illuMnled  not 
only  by  the  rabbinic  «•*  o»rfi«  (i"),  which  wasootnmonly  employed  aa  the 
prelude  to  mne  deep  tiuih.t  Iml,  t.g.,  by  Philo,  who,  commeniing  on  the 
t(  f^ftif  of  Gn  37"  (quid  dft.  ftlitei,  S,  cp.  Jii  l"  rl  tirrf'^i).  eiplaios  it  at 
the  citenncc  of  the  Elenchos  (or  convicting  Loeos)  to  the  wanderiaf  hoac- 
leB  toul.  A  further  Alexandrian  (rait  occura  in  3''"  where  the  Logot-ChriK 
not  only  open>  hla  miniiii)'  by  tu[iplyiTt(;  mankind  with  tiM  new  vtn«  of  the 
gotpel,  but  fulfill  the  t61e  of  rhilo'i  Melchiiedek,  the  proto(ype  of  the  1«k°*> 
who  irti  Moral  ofrsr  irpBtpiptrw  nU  rortf^u  lal  d^parif/rw  ^vxii  (<!tf- 
ml/fg.  iii.  *6).  The  Loeot-Christ  li  alio  otnniKJcnl  (epL  I*  a".  He  4**^, 
I'hilo,  lt£.  allig.  Ui.  S9),  and  a  SiSisttXM  (3*  13" ;  ["hHo,  fmJ  Jna  tit 
immm/atiUi,  aS).  Kurt  he  rm  ore,  (he  tix  ttfUa*  (]*}  froen  whidi  the  mfte  i* 
pnxliircil,  coircipond  to  the  Philonic  principle  that  "lii  ii  the  moa( 
productive  of  numben"  [iiiii  rf  innnwrArt,  I>KaJ^»,  jo).    There  li  4tM 

■  temntkable  parallel  to  3**  in  Philo'i  comment  on  Nu  It"  [gifiUU.  6), 
white  thc/t«  huiiiUnUX  of  4"  are  ihc  five  nrlier  ileitici  of  the  SavuiUui 
cnliu*  (1  K  i;***-  ;  Jos.  Anl.  is.  14-  3).S  iind  Ac  wJhm  liea  ntm  luM  it  ml 
Ihy  iiMiioM^,  ia  either  Vahweh,  who  rnlly  bttongi  to  Imcl.  or  etee  Simon 
MagiulAc  8"-,  Jtutin'i  Afial.  i.  iG},  the  eonleniporiry  iilol  of  ibrSamariuns. 
Similarly,  4"-  ■  reflect  the  Riilonic  idea  (deduced  from  Ei  ja*)  dial 
Xripiiiii<irat  of>3r(i  irrm  t^iii  lal  rpdi  <kXi)0(ia*  tt6i,  i>X  itff  lal  ry  MftlfMfai, 
aoJ  d»^  iitrrot  yi'Oiicoi,  ovi  iripit  (t/<  jWi/.  Cam,  4S),  while  the  coaeeptMB 
In  5"  echoes  the  Alcuridrion  doctrine  of  God'i  unrculng  activity  (Pfeolo, 

*Cp.  Abbott,  Diaf.  iii9-ii30("He  is  always  m>iiiical,  alwaya  fraD|[hl 
with  a  twofold  or  manifold  meaning,  as  though  he  Mid,  '  Voa  shaU  nM  pi 
a  step  with  me  unlewyou  will  think  for  yottrttlvct.'  Sonxdmcs  be  Meai  lo 
meander  in  Iorb  discoune*  or  dliloguei.  .  .  .  tn  tome  retpca*  (ha  Myle  ■ 
(nmplicated  ■>  a  sonnet ;  and  we  feel  beneath  it  the  influence  of  (he  kltegorUnc 
Khool  of  Phllo  and  of  the  Jcwith  canoni  about  lh«  metliocb  of  Mating 
IcneUrial  and  celolul  doctrine  ")- 

t  On  Ibe  Philonic  element  and  influence,  ace  eipeciaUy  E.  F.  Seott,  TV 
nmriA  Crtfirt,  53!.,  and  Feine,  JVTTIt.  6fil. 

3Cp>  Philo,  df  fiiga  a  imintioKf,  14,  ri  U  r•^lVu^  Mj*aM«rl^(al 
raXMro*  nX.,  also  dt  mtital.  nviw/itam,  37. 

IJosephut  write*  thai  the  Ciiih«ana.  "ucordinc  to  Ibetr  natiooi,  whkfe 
were  fire,  iniiojuced  tbeii  own  (ods  into  Samaria,"  and  thM,  alier  being 
plagued  todeaih  for  their  idolatry,  they  "learned  by  an  oracle  that  tbe}>Mua 
wonhip  Almighty  God-"  He  adds,  "  whrn  tliey  are  the  Jrw«  b  advcrAy, 
th*y  My  they  are  In  no  way  related  to  them,  and  that  the  Jewi  have  no  rigbt 
10  e^cct  any  kindncu  £ram  them  "  (cp.  Jn  4*).     Sec  above,  p.  99. 


I 


I 


I 
I 


CHRISTOLOCV 


535 


f.  atbg.  i  3,  >«J(T«i  tif  «6Nran  rouiv  t  Mi  htX.,  iildine  in  7,  In  «( 
Ttxrlnii  >iJvor  J\U  loi  rariy  ftr  riJr  7»>a>''vwt].*  The  idcniiAmliin  nf  Ihc 
Lcc^^'diii*!  o'lth  ilie  bread  of  life  or  manna  in  if'-  Ii  rcpioiluced  from 
Thilo'*  «ell-kni>wn  idenlification  of  ihe  manna  iEk  li*-  "1  with  ihe  Logo* 
ie.g.  di  frtfHg.  35).  With  15"  wc  may  aliu  comiMic  the  Philunic  uiii-inxl 
In  ihe  comnicnl  un  Gn  18"  in  it  lotrult/i,  tl  («£x'  '"'JT^i  4  ■''fuvi'  ^i» 
T^p  tA  0«^ii>  tf(i|i  iiiUo'  4  Jl>i'^v),  and  Ihe  equally  itliikiiig  anIJci|MlIun  io 
migrat.  AtraA-  9>  1'hnc  in&uncr*  will  auAicv  to  khow  that  in  literary 
melliodi,  no  leia  than  in  leligiuus  ipecnlation,  the  Fonith  crai^etiiit  hid  been 
UaiDtt)  in  the  Philonii:  ipiril. 

(<•)  The^toic  ting  of  some  icntcncca  in  tbc  prologge  ia 
nutunl,  in  view'df  the  fact  tliat  KphcsuK  had  been  the  head- 
quarters  of  the  Logos-idea  as  developed  by  the  philosophy  of 
Herskleitus,  himself  a  well-known  and  tct-crcd  author  in  Asiatic 
Christian  circles  (Justin,  Afxil.  i.  6^,  cp.  Orig.  e.  Cell.  i.  sX 
Though  the  l^gosidea  was  mediated  and  moulded  for  the 
author  by  the  tpecubtions  of  Alexandrian  Judaism,  and  though 
the  fusion  of  Stoicism  with  the  latter  had  blended  several 
characteristic  traits,  ihcic  arc  (see  below)  elements  in  tbc  Fourth 
gtMpel  which  point  to  a  fairly  direct  contact  with  the  Stoic 
profMganda.  Thus  the  sentence,  in  the  ie^mia'j^  was  the  Legot, 
and  the  Lagos  was  6ti%,  might  have  been  written  literally  by  a  Stoic, 
u  Nordcn  argues  (ii.  473  f.);  it  was  written  by  one  acquainted 
with  the  writings  of  Heiaktciius,  though  the  un-Stoic  sentence, 
and  tkt  Lpgos  was  with  God,  at  once  betrays  a  Jewish  current 

%  3.  Objul  and  chrisiology. — The  dominant  feature  of  any 
gospel  is  its  conception  of  Jeaus,  and  the  Fourth  gospel  is  a 
study  or  inlcrpTetation  of  his  lire,  written  in  order  to  bring  out 
his  permanent  significance  as  the  Logos-Christ  for  faith.  The 
author  docs  not  find  Jesus  in  the  Logos ;  he  finds  the  Logos  in 
the  Jesus  of  the  church,  and  the  starting-point  of  his  work  is  a 
deep  religious  experience  of  Jesus  as  the  revelation  of  the  Father. 
At  the  same  time,  even  as  a  historical  writer  h«  is  to  be  judged 
by  the  fact  tliat  his  account  of  Jesus  is  introduced  by  a  .tlcctch 
di  what  he  understood  to  be  an  adequate  philosof^y  of  the 
Christian  religion.f 

*  The  kctivity  of  the  L^etnChrln  on  the  nhbati)  aniwm  to  PhUo*' 
tdeniificailaa  of  God'i  teit  on  (he  Ktenth  day  (Gn  !*■  <)  with  hi*  hightr 
ftctivily  in  crealing  ihrouGh  the  Lo|{<jb  nalurct  of  ditine  capacity  [feg.  atlec. 
i.  &  8).  Wlih  s"  cp.  fliilo,  <U  len/ui.  litg.  14,  and  G.  KIciii'a  Dtr  AttltUi 
CkriillUkt  A'aiitiiimMi  lt^09),  pp.  Sjf. 

t  The  proloi;ue  ii  orjpnic  to  the  ootioeplions  of  the  booli  |  for  an  oppoute 
viaw,  tec  HanuKk.  ZTA'.  ii.  aij  f. 
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One  result  of  this  I.ogas  category  is  that  the  haman  i 
of  Jesus  lends  lo  bcromc  an  ejiisod":  in  the  eternal  existence  of 
tlie  Logos,  ihiough  which  he  passes  conipaialivcly  unhjimpered 
anil  unrufDed.  There  ix  an  at'crslon,  on  the  writer's  part,  to 
adn)it  any  outside  impact  upon  Jesus  and  a  corroponduig 
tendency,  as  Tar  as  possible,  to  dissociate  his  couise  of  action 
from  the  natural  suggestions  and  motives  which  might  be 
supposed  to  have  rippled  on  his  personality.  Ttib  emphasis 
on  the  self -determining  authority  of  Jesus  may  be  illusiraicd  by 
a  reference  to  a'"  ;•■"  lo"-'*  and  i8*';  from  first  to  last  he 
is  master  of  his  course.  It  is  consonant  with  this  attitude  that 
he  alone  speaks  from  the  cross  (>9**'''')i  no  one  ventures  to 
address  hint  there  {as  in  the  synoptic  gospels).  Tbe  same 
pragmatism  recurs  in  ii''^',  where  the  action  of  Jesus  is  studiously 
removed  from  the  sphere  of  human  influence  or  appeal,  and 
where  the  tendency  to  emphasise  his  mysterious  wisdom  is  as 
marked  as  the  desire  to  bring  out  the  greatitcss  of  the  miracle. 
The  omniscience*  of  Jesus  in  this  gospel  b  ft)lt>orbed  from  the 
rery  beginning;  it  requires  neither  to  be  sustained  nor  to  be 
oaalurcd  by  new  accesses  of  experience,  and  in  (act  represents 
a  dramatic  expansion  of  the  Logos-idea  in  Col  i*  or  He  4'*"'*. 
The  Jesus  of  this  writer  anticipates  human  insight.  He  is  Gnt, 
with  men,  e^-en  with  the  keenest  (i**-  *••  "■").  He  forms  hb 
own  plans,  knows  where  to  hold  aloof  from  human  nature,  and 
rarely  (4*  ii'-*)  re<|uire»  any  informiition  as  to  the  temper  and 
attitude  of  his  contemporaries  (contrast  i***  with  Mk  8",  cp. 
Jso  9**  II**  15")'  Not  even  his  relatives  can  fathom  or  fore- 
st his  intentions  {1*  6*  13^.  He  takes  the  initiative  (contrast 
6'  with  Mk  6"*  8*),  and,  even  when  initiative  is  impossihle,  shows 
himself  serenely  conscious  of  all  that  is  transpiring  (6"'-  ^'  i  j*-  ■). 
1'he  Passion  is  no  drift  but  an  open-eyed  choice,  cxhibittng 
marks  of  a  royal  advance  (14**-  '•■  *»  i6»-  '■  ••■**),  Jens  is  no( 
swept  into  the  imwcr  of  death  (10"};  up  to  (he  veiy  last  he 
lakes  the  lead,  and  after  the  resurrection  he  b  too  holy  for 
human  endearment  (note  the  correction  in  ao'  of  M(  iS*). 
Similarly,  during  his  lifetime  on  earth  be  hardly  requires  to  pray 
(11*^;  on  the  contrary,  he  ia  prayed  to  by  the  church  (note 
the  significant  omission  in  6^  as  compared  with  Mk  6^,  Mt 
14";  not  prayer,  but  the  need  of  avoiding  pressure  from  the 

•  lU  b  aiTa.iimi  {!•  4""  ■  s"  6*  "■  ••  8*  rtC.  J.  Ud  MllM  to  ll» 
diiine  nunc  or  lapturr^iirrrii.     "  Nuiliing  (o  him  falti  earlj  or  too  Ucc." 
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3e  of  mm  is  the  motive  for  his  reiiremenl).     He  also  carries 

his  own  cross  (19'",  a*  againBt  Mk  ij"). 

B        The  desire  to  minimiKC  anything  lik«  xiigi^eKiion  or  influence 

H  from  without  is  part  of  tlie  Logos-motive  in  the  detinejition  of 

f  Je&us,  which  tended  [o  emphasise  the  Itansocndcntal  and  inviolate 

iTcedom  of  the  Logos  Chri.it  on  earth.    The  Jeius  of  the  Fourth 

g(M.i>el  teally  never  acts  upon  the  direct  initiative  of  othets,  and 

it  is  this  abstract   tendency  in  the  book  which  accounts  for 

such  features   as  his  attitude   to  his  mother  (in   a*}  and  his 

bfothers  (in  7},  us  well  as  for  the  conception  of  the  aiitiia.     To 

a  greater  degree  than   the  synoptic  Jcsu>i  the  Jesus   of  this 

•  evangelist  possesses  a  knowledge  of  his  own  career  and  fate 
which  inve&ts  him  with  a  unique  detachment  and  independence 
of  q>iriL  The  writer  has  too  much  artistic  tantc  and  historical 
sense  to  represent  his  Jesus  on  earth  as  a  mere  symbol  of  the 

ILogoi-idca ;  the  latter  is  dexterously  confined  to  the  prologue, 
altbou^  its  essential  contents  underlie  the  sub»e<)uent  stories 
U)d  speeches  which  are  interpenetrated  by  its  spiiil.  But  its 
exploitation  led  to  a  new  representation  of  the  Lord's  character 

■  on  earth.  To  graft  it  upon  the  synoptic  tradition  meant  a 
problem  of  extreme  delicacy ;  to  harmonise  the  human  Jesus 
and  the  mysterious  Logos  involved  a  reaction  of  the  Intlci  idea 
upon  the  data  of  the  fonner,  and  the  success  of  the  writer  is  to 
be  measured  by  the  comparative  skill  with  which  he  has  rcUined 
the  impression  of  ps)'chological  lealiiy  and  human  feeling  in  the 
description  of  Jesus  as  the  Logos-Chrbt.     He  is  too  Christian 

I  to  have  committed  the  error  of  depicting  an  entirely  suprrhunan 
or  docetic  Jeius;  his  Christ  is  still  subject  to  the  natural  laws 
of  the  world  (ii'*),  to  space  and  time  (4'-*),  to  weariness  and 
thirst,  to  motives  like  prudence  (7'  8"  10**  it**),  grief  (ii**), 
joy,  and  indignation  (18^).  But  the  tendency  to  obliterate  the 
features  of  surprise,  ignorance,  mistake,  and  disappointment 
reaches  its  climax  in  the  Fourth  gospel,  and  one  result  is  that 
the  unspeakable  gains  in  our  conception  of  Christ  are  ac- 
companied by  a  certain  lack  of  the  homeliness  and  definite 
human  charm  with  which  the  earlier  synoplists  invest  his  person. 
To  the  wriicr  Jestis  is  more  llian  ever  the  head  of  the  cburdi, 
ft  community  standing  over  against  Judabm,  the  representative 
B  of  divine  lifht  amid  darkness,  the  final  source  of  truth  amid 
enor  The  surprising  thing  is  that,  writing  under  so  dominant 
a  tendency,  he  has  managed  to  delineate  a  character  and  at  the 
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tame  time  lo  dcvdop  Kbctna  antitheses  and  do^nutJc  \dea, 
lo  such  a  wray  ihat  the  LogiM-idea  has  not  orenrhcimed  histonc 
dfcunutantjalitjr  or  led  to  kHoue  contradictions.  Tha  bean  out 
tbe  conclusion  that  he  "  b  not  dfamalbin^;  ■  metaphyskal  absttac 
tion,  but  idc^ising  (showing  the  highest  ngnificance  of)  a 
historical  (ignrc"  * 

Ttiit  coiphui*  Dpoa  the  icirpiMsaMon  of  Jetmt,  u  I  love  tlwtot 
ihirwn  {E*f.*  U.  pp.  137  r.,  ail  L),  iidiw  to  tlw  mBMoeeof  caM*mpMI^| 
S<oicIan,  mcdateid  In  p«n  hj  llw  conccplloe  of  the  dlirlM  «*^  la  1^1 
ffitdem  ef  Sa/tmtH,  irhcrc  naiooomy  ii  prcdkued  of  the  tujchoii  life.  Ai 
thii  indc]irnilcnt  vuliiion  and  KHcunlainnl  power  wm  re)t*iil'Kl>  *-f-t  I7  the 
be*  SUMCs  u  the  downing  exeellence  of  hnmaA  Ufc,  It  a  likelr  Ihu  iMi 
dBiDWit  coouibolnl  mure  or  tos  unc«iKia«il]r  to  a  portTMl  Of  Jnn*  in 
wMcb  II1C  wdtci  >!m«'d  al  btln(;>n|;  out  u  br  u  pOMiUc  M*  abaoht* 
anthotilr  la  acliim  uid  hii  mpcrioriiy  to  hvnun  praaare.  While  ll>e  ctidflajr- 
total  of  the  Lc^^-catt^ory  in  ilfclf  inrolvnl  m  fr(«  handling  of  the  qmoptic 
trsdiiion  and  at  the  fame  time  cnooutaged  *ay  lendcnqr  to  hrl|hini  the 
Kujaiic  Mlf'poaession  of  Jcsiu  Jn  the  iaLecott  of  lerctcncc  and  bllh,  IM* 
doa  not  luflice  10  explain  the  diilisctiTc  qiialil]r  uf  the  Fourth  go^l  i  the 
lattei  H  InKllieihIe  In  the  lljchl  of  the  contemporary  Stole  bla»  and  of  iu 
affinity  to  Ihe  author'*  ipecnlotire  bent,  though  he  U  br  from  the  ciliemc 
Mandpotnt  of  dement  of  Alexandria,  and  indetd  maket  HMetncntt  which 
may  he  fcgaidcd  now  and  then  aa  implicit  critkitma  of  (he  Stoic  Ideal  (cp> 
*.g.  Abbott't  Dim.  1705-1706,  1737  c.). 

This  subordination  of  humane  compasnon  to  divine  aalhorily 
comes  out  spcMrialljr  in  the  o^fMio.  Neither  here  nor  elsewhere 
is  }cMi»  viewed  as  an  embodiment  of  the  divine  xV*-  He  says, 
"  1  am  4  A^^ito,"  but  not  "  I  am  4  W's"  and  the  oaiission  of 
words  hkc  IXtiu,  olim^/irk,  inTXayj(i-f{o/uu,  and  SXmt  is  signiRcanL 
The  tnjfuia  letain  a  human  clement,  but  it  is  subordinate,  if  not 
accidcniaLt  "The  miraculous  power,  which  in  St,  Matthew, 
St.  Mark,  and  St.  Luke  is  mainly  Ihe  organ  of  a  divine  <»m- 
passion  for  human  misery  and  pain,  is  in  this  gospel — primarily 
at  least — the  revealing  medium  of  a  mighty  sj>irittul  presence, 
lUid  intended  more  as  a  solemn  parting  in  the  clouds  of  Provi- 
dence, to  enable  man  to  gaze  up  into  the  light  of  divirve  mystery, 
than  at  a  graceful  temporary  shower  of  blessing  to  a  parched 
and  blighted  earth  "(R.  H.  Hulton,  Theolff^tal  Esiajs,  p.  178}. 

•  Inge  in  Camtris^  ttiiliiitl  F.iMyt,  aSl-aSl. 

t  Cp.  Bruce,  7^  .ViravHlnHi E/tmtHt  im  /At  Gtsftli*  (18S6),  p.  iji, " the 
tynoptical  miiaclei  are.  in  the  mnin,  miracles  of  iittairity :  Ihe  Johjuinine 
vuncleiaie,  wiiotprah,  miracle*  altlaU.    Tbeyaie  iiro^hl  (oc  ihepuipON 
^iif  gloriffing  the  wotkce.'* 
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it  one  of  the  numerous  points  at  which  the  Fourth  go$i>cl 
rcpresrnls  ihc  climax  of  a  (level  op  men!  which  may  be  traced 
already  in  the  synoptic  tradition  of  Mk.  &s  cmplo)'ed  bi^  ML 
cspccinlly — a  development  which  heightened  the  (liaiimaturgic 
chiracler  of  the  a-if/Kto,  and  also  began  to  view  ihcni  not  so 
much  as  incidental  acts  of  mercy  and  love,  but  as  repeated  and 
general  dcmoniitrationa  of  Christ's  measianic  power.  Theite 
traits  arc  predominant  in  the  Fourth  gospel,  where  the  v^/uta 
arc  moulded  into  proofs  of  mysterious  power  and  immanent 
gloty  resident  in  the  personality  of  Jesus. 

The  monotones  of  the  Fourth  gospel  thus  relate  to  the  life 
and  teaching  of  Jesus.  The  synoptic  distinction  l«:tween  the 
periods  before  and  after  the  messianic  confession  at  Csesarca 
Philippi  (Mk  S*^"*")  is  omitted  in  a  writing  which  from  the  outset 
presents  both  Jesus  and  his  adherents  as  fully  conscious  of  his 
messianic  dignity ;  the  variety  and  practical  bearings  of  his 
teaching  in  the  synoptic  record  are  re|>Iaccd  in  the  Fourth  gospel 
by  an  unvarying  series  of  modulations  upon  the  theme  of  his 
own  person  in  relation  to  the  Father,  believers,  and  the  world 
in  general.  The  synoptic  Jesus  also  alluded  to  the  unique 
significance  of  his  person,  but  only  occasionally  (Mt  tt*^,  Lk 
7*"-),  and  exalted  personal  claims  were  elicited  from  him  by 
the  carping  criticism  and  suspicion  of  the  Jewish  opposition, 
but  these  flashes  of  unfoltUng  self-ievelation  are  neither  so 
numerous  nor  so  K|X)ntaneOus  as  the  susiaincd  personal  dis- 
courses of  the  Fourth  gospel  ;*  the  latter  suggest  the  work  of  a 
writer  whose  religious  presuppositions  have  led  him  to  isolate 
and  expand  what  was  at  most  a  subordinate  feature  in  the 
synoptic  tradition  of  Jesus. 

tit  ioBueacx  of  thU  tendency  upon    Ihe  writer'*  Khcnuiiim  will   be 
clear  from  ■  cumpktiion  of  ihc  following  puuget : — 
Jem*  leren  Iho  Sumtntui  womnn        Jeius    rffm    the     Jews    to    the 


to  ttw  wutr  of  elerod  life  (4"*  '*' 

Sht   rtlm  10   the  anecslnl    well 
bom  which   hei   fothei*  hai]   drunk 

(4"). 

Bat  the  trvF  water  of  life  comet 

(romjimtU"'')- 


heavenly  bre*d  of  deroil  IIG)  (fi"* 

They  tefei    lo   the   nwntu  which 
thdi  falliert  had  eil«n  (6"). 

But  the  true  bread  of  life  isjenii 
hnnaeir(fi*>]. 


*  Dr.  Kiuh  Kheei,  on  ihe  other  hind,  find*  the  nrilcing  monotony  of 
the  Fourth  co*T^'  alicady  preMM  in  ihe  conflict -alone*  of  the   «ynopiiiu 
{/Bl..,S^.8Tlia]. 
34 
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She  ula  Tot  ll  (4"  tit  ji«  rrX.). 

Tlw  food  of  Jnuii  =  olicdirncc  to 
will  oltht  FtUiM  (i**).  who  hu  seal 
him. 

in    ditcax    (9*    b-a 

nerd  of  workinc  dmini;  iho  day  (9'). 
Intenenlion  of  Ph»iiseei  (<)"'). 


TWy  uh  for  ii  (6"  th  4m^  ctV). 
Tht  olijcct  of  Jnku  lo  cxcnic  Uie 
will  of  iho  Fallicr  vho  Itu  M«it  him 

c|Ucil<un  of  dudplnltl'^o^l). 
divine    objeel    la  dcknew    (11*  Im 
Isfoff^  J  lAit  rsv  #»a  )i'  afr^i). 
need  of  wAlkinit  during  itic  4»f  (It*), 
intcrvcnttoaof  Phuitooitii'*'-). 


Such  coincidences  (cp.  Kreyenbi\M,  ii,  39  f.)  reveal  ttie  dialectic  of  Ihe 
AulhoT,  u  he  biinp  out  Ihe  leading  ihemct  of  Iiis  c^'P*'  '•  '"  ^"^  wprwcnli 
Je«ui  bafning  hii  opponent*  and  pla]'tnir  on  the  inwird  miutlng  onlU  cm 
hii  lympciheiic  hcar^n  were  often  punled.  "Jeius  u«ro  euiuigeSi  quMli 
diftlcclica  diiipuliil,  amlii^uc  loquiiiir,  ttylo  myviicn  uiiiut,  oh«ciu>  proCnt, 
idea  ut  ucl  docliuiini  dc  ueio  mulioTUin  eflklorua  dut  *enui  dubii  tuoeani'* 
{Urclichneider,  Prttotilia,  >).* 

%  4.  Polemkal  aitHt.\ — (<i)  One  note  of  the  gospd  is  the 
Bltcmpt  to  comet  misapprehensions  anij  exajtgcntcd  -vuem  of 
John  the  B&piiier  which  were  current  in  the  Asiatic  cirdea  {Ac 
i8**-i90  of  primitive  Chri»tianily,t  vie»-»  which  pUccd  him  in 
conipctition  with  the  Lord  as  a  rclij^ioas  authority.  John,  the 
writer  significantly  remarks  ifti'  "^^  '^  ^'g^  W)-  Hb  function 
was  merely  that  of  a  witness  or  harbinger.     He  is  represented  as 

*  Bratkchneldet  (p.  15)  commenu  ici^rcly  upon  2*:  **d  InMlUgia  it 
tcmplo  niiibiti,  at  lunitoquentla ;  n  inielligis  de  lemplo  inuiibil^  imflMfa. 
e*t  aigumenlum  ineptum,  cum  ea  luni  teinpoti*  non  xSoKt  ;  ti  ialclli^  de 
murr«.iioiie,  cllun  iacc  fuiura  cot ;  u  omnina  inlelllgli  ■UtBorloc,  auiuni 
«E  ineomaMdum  nunci  acgiimentum,  quia  putim  wmui  allesoti«  Judarii  nun 
potent  eneliquidun,  piilim  eadem  mullu  aaiari  cfloctu  pioptii*  dki  potuiucnl 
vcrl^  noil  uero  amliiguii,  luriuin  munin  admiltcniibui,  (gtiur  laojitia  ad 
conaloccndum-" 

t  '  Answen  lo  qucslioni '  put  hy  contemponiiiM  would  be  ■  mcK  mtftble 
teim.  In  ihe  Fourth  euapel  we  ovcihear  the  writer,  in  (he  IIMM  of  the 
church,  replying  (o  luch  queitiont  tu  [h«e  i  I*  JtMu  only  one  cJ  Ihe  wa«u? 
Itheaiiccgod  OTS  hiKhci  l.«coa?  Why  was  JuduadmiUed  tolhedrtlc 
ofthctwclvc?  Why  did  not  Jc«ai  predict  hii  own  rctuntclko?  Wu Uw 
ciucilixioa  foretold  in  the  OT I  What  it  the  meaning  of  caling  ChriU*l 
flcih  uid  diJTikiiii;  hit  blood  t  Why  wer«  aol  th«  CrMkt  (mi^,)liiii1  bgr 
Jnui?  Why  were  not  the  Saiunntmi  evknfelited  byhfaa?  Sow*  flf  tfaatt 
queitioni  suggest  ravillera.  and  olhen  imply  ptytli!  Chiislian*. 

t  This  Init,  alrcaily  noted  by  Grotlus  Kuaswurin  ijrkaimit  Jtr  Dtmmtrw, 
lSa6),  Storr,  and  olhen,  hu  been  irorked  ovt  ■poeulBlively  by  tlaldcntpeisti, 
follov«d  pa/tly  by  Wrrde  {GGA.,  I9<A  I-16).  the  latter  of  whovo  refert  lo 
the  theory  nolioed  in  Sioufli't  Aimiti  for  /a  nlifitit  4rt  StmUat  am  SwUnu, 
Imn  dbipwr,  Xraui  nawri  (Paris,  iSSoh  pp.  179L),  Ikat  the  pfotogot  ll 
directed  agunit  Sabonn  iit<m  of  the  ttaptiMi. 
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explidlly  disavowing  all  messianic  claims  (i"''  3"":  cp.  4*  10"^ 
and  even  hit)  wllncss  was  not  tlie  Cnat  or  hi^liett  ($**).  This 
polemic,  however,  is  at  best  subordinalc,  and  it  is  more  likely  to 
fonn  part  of  the  general  anti  Jewinh  tendency  of  the  gospel  Uian 
to  represent  a  direct  allusion  10  some  contemporary  sect  at 
John's  disciples.  (6)  Another  feature  is  the  traditional  antithesis 
of  the  gospel  to  Cctinthus,  the  Jewish  gnostic  of  Alexandria,  who 
held  that  the  world  was  created  not  by  God  but  by  "a  certain 
Power  hi  separate  from  him,  distant  from  that  Principality  who 
is  over  the  universe,  and  ipiorant  of  the  God  who  is  over  all " 
(Ircn.  adv.  Uaer.  L  36.  t,  contrast  Jo  i*  etc.),  and  who  taught 
that  Christ,  the  spiritual  and  unsnlfering  One,  descended  upon 
Jesus  in  the  form  of  a  dove  at  the  baptism,  wrought  miracles  and 
proclaimed  the  unknown  Father,  and  then  ere  the  crucifixion 
withdrew  (contrast  Jn  1  '*  etc.).  The  attribution  of  the  Fourth 
gospel  to  Ccrinihus  was  not  such  a  groundless  conjecture  as 
modem  critics  <A  the  Alogi  have  sometimes  made  out,  for  the 
Fourth  gospel  ignores  the  birth  of  Jesus  (although  t"  was  soon 
altered  into  an  allusion  to  the  virgin-birth),  and  lays  stress  on 
the  Spirit  remaining  upon  him  at  his  baptism  {>»*^).  But  this 
conjecture  was  even  more  impossible  than  the  modem  idea  that 
it  was  written  by  (Kreyenbuhl)  or  for  gnostics.*  Naturally  it 
was  more  congenial  to  tlie  latter  than  the  synoptic  gospels.  It 
wu^  in  fact,  its  early  popularity  among  gnostic  Christians  which, 
together  with  its  repudiation  by  the  Alogi,  distressed  the  good 
Irenaeus.  But  the  aversion  to  gnosticism,  which  beginx  with  the 
prologue,  continues  through  the  whole  book,  and  is  only  thrown 
into  relief  by  the  author's  use  of  gnostic  phrases  and  formulae,  t 
The  gitostic  tendencies  which  were  o|)erat)ng  at  the  time  when 
this  writing  was  composed,  tended  to  resolve  revelation  into  a 
process  of  leons,  semi-mythological  and  semi-metaphysical,  by 
roeaos  of  which  God  and  the  world  came  into  relatioiu ;  they 
ftiTther  developed  an  ethical  barrenness  by  their  intcllectualism. 
Against  both  of  these  tendencies  the  author  of  the  gospel  seeks 

•  "  I*totwii  igilui  oduntlor  Kichhi)niio  (luttvd.  in  NT.  pt  ii.  p.  191) 
prolilcDtit  eiuDgtliiiam  non  quidcm  nJvnsui  cniidlfM  scd  ici  eotuni  utnia 
»cri(iaiuo"  (B(clKhnriJ«,  Prttaiilia,  p.  ^\.  On  Ihii  md  on  the  rrctnt 
■llcsipl  of  FiIe4  10  prove  that  Cerinlhua  h>*  imitpolUcd  \ht  Fouith  gMpd, 
w  wtiucn  by  John  Uie  piril>7l«r  otigiiiBlly,  ice  BBL  47}7-47jS>. 

tCp.  Fciii^  i^TTk.  64s  (.  On  tlic  Hermetic  mfiiitinn  of  Ihc  pro- 
lopie,  Kc  Reltuniiuin't  Zvti  nli^tHigutk.  fragm  (71 C)  aad  t^maitdrtt 
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specUIly  to  safcguatd  liis  readers.  He  is  also  fqi.  e-g.  16'*'*, 
ftnd  above,  pp,  tS7-t!i8)  sensitive  to  (be  gnostic  claim  that  their 
secret  tradition  was  derived  from  the  apottlcK  ihemtielves,  or  that 
their  teaching  was  an  improvement  and  a  legitimate  advance  upon 
that  of  the  apotlies,  who  had  not  always  correctly  undcretood 
the  Lord  (cp.  eg.  Iren.  adv.  hatr.  Ji.  z,  aduersanlur  iraditioni 
dic«nlcs  te  non  solum  prcsbyteiis  Bed  ctiam  apostolb  exsist- 
entes  sapientioret  sinceram  inuenisse  ucritatem :  apostolo* 
enint  admiscuisM;  ca  qua:  sunt  legalia,  saluaioris  uerbii ;  also 
Hi.  i). 

(L)Tho  Alogi  mHyhave  luen  Moniichiiiu  ia  chrittolog)',  but  their  ECMnl 
iplrli  wu  lh«l  of  ilic  coiueivatlve  comnionkcnac  prupic,*  who  nupcctcd  ■ojr 
adoption  of  wmi  EnMtk  Jdcoi  uid  cxprcuiiaiu  nich  u  the  Fomrlh  ga«pcl 
Airni«he<l.  The  nmplc  ij^uplic  accounl  of  Jmus  wu  mongh  fix  ihcw,  hnI 
theli  objecllant  to  the  Fourth  UMprl  vcre  on  the  tents  of  ita  ibocaoffeneal 
iniu  rKthet  than  on  Bocouiit  of  it*  hUcoiickl  djictqiaiicta  with  Ac  c*ilkt 
recordi,  though  Ihc  latter  were  rot  ignored.  In  ipilc  of  tite  iin<crt>u>l>n 
attachini!  lo  the  whole  que*tlon  (cp.  GHl).  i.  139^),  th«  livelihood  is  thtl 
Illppolylus'  Dsfaii*  ^  lie  GcsftI  aiiarJiHg  l«  JtXi  and  llu  Afctafyfu  wu 
(he  Hurce  from  which  the  livr  Nt«Ji  agaitui  Gaiut  nere  drawn,  and  Ibu 
Calaa  rcjccicd  not  only  the  «poca1yp«e  hul  (he  Fourth  Koapel  <ep.  J.  R. 
Itanii,  Htrmai  in  Artadia  and  etkir  Eiiajri,  1S96  ■  Bocott,  FmrtA  C*tftl, 
ajl  f.  The  MontRiiiBtf  Ttplnilaiion  of  the  Fourth  gospel  would  naturally  lead 
GaiuH  !n  the  ardoui  of  hU  potcniic  igunat  Proklui  to  cut  away  tbo  fart  imut 
under  the  Mcinlanitti  by  denying  the  apoKolic  cluoi  of  (he  tmltf  COtpcl  to 
which  (hey  eoiilil  ipiKal. 

[IL]  The  ilualiiin  bctweo)  lighl  and  daikneu  la  rcgardtd  aa  a  ooamle 
antitheni.  whuie  origin  the  writer  never  attcmpU  10  investipte.  Hii 
Linterntt  arc  nut  p)iilL>»uplilc.  The  evil  one  it  the  prince  of  dailmcn,  but 
l^kffl-doeii  (3"  8"!  uc  none  the  loi  responaibte  for  (heir  BL-tiona.  It  b 
dng  (he  language  of  1*  [all  thingt  nvrv  modt  if  kim)  to  ui  unf«al 
ertRDic,  lo  InFcr  (rini  It  tlial  (he  txgo«  oilleinaicid  the  ciaiunt  lUikneM: 
the  language  of  the  book  ii  permeated  by  the  practical  aim  of  tbnwtng  bow 
the  world  can  lie  licoughl  (rorn  daikneaa  into  the  light  of  Chriai  (lo  CanacB, 
CGA.,  1904,  pp.  166  f.,  In  oppoijtloa  to  Grill),  not  by  any  attcmiit  to  pnn 
,  how  (he  dorkncM  originated. 

*  In  one  «cn(e  there  liu  been  a  Johanninc  problem  in  (he  church  bum  it 
be^nning  ;  aa  luon  as  the  Fourth  goipcl  ■■■  phiecd  alonpide  of  (he 
qrnoptUtt,  the  diveigcncea  were  felt.  In  another  «e^nlre,  tha  pMy  of  dlrit- 
tfan*  hM  (olved  the  problem  t  in  i^lc  of  thcac  divetccooea.  It  haa  btt* 
aeiuitivc  to  the  ml  unity  batwecn  the  tyni^itie  and  the  /ohanaine  JetM. 
But,  aaCodei  (Eng.ti.  i.  ij]|nharnri,  "[ihlhinp'riT  tTJIl  unlri  thi  ijiiHail 
of  the  two  Sokrate* :  theology  aeatchd,  and  will  fc>i  a  long  period  tiill 
continue  (o  aeatch,  for  tluil  of  the  (w«  imagei  of  the  ChriM." 

t  But  cb.  at  U  Dol  a  UontanlKt  appendix  (Bam*,  £9.'  iv.  S33-S4>}. 
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%  5.  Jtt!a/MM  to  tiu  Syitoplie  Gotptb. — Sp«cUI  liteniute  i  *  A.  W. 
p.  HtiUt*  tjit  genii  li  inia/it  Eo.  Jsh.  a  friorum  tw.  dhtria  ralitm*  riU 
1816);  Bkur,  Xril.  Unttiinek.  titer  Jil  tatUH,  £i-giitii  (1847), 
PP>  *39f'  '•  Fityiag*!  S/nf Annie  dtr  SvgliiH  (IS6});  K.  Dclon,  //  r/iil  Jt 
S. /*Mt  dani  tn  raff«rtt  aitt  ta  iiarralifH  pifujfii/i't  iim) :  lloltiniann 
{ZlVr.,  1869,  pp.  6tf.,  tssf.,  187s.  pp.  +|S(-li  Keim.  1.  ifi^t;  J.  J. 
TkjiM,  jfm  attiatt*  ta  autrtain  Ikd  ikaraittr  ef  the  Fturtk  ttsfil,  eifttialljf 

tin  ill  rttatian  to  lAt  firti  Tint  (1870)';  P.  Evmld,  Jos  l/aifffrti-lem  lUr 
£fttiaifr<\gt  (1890):  T.  R.  Itiiku,  //onr  EvaHgllita  |tS9i),  pp.  iSof.; 
S<hUlict  ("die  ramllelro  in  Ata  Woricn  Jeiu  bei  ;oh.  u.  Umihliu*,'  BFT. 
ii.  sli  W»nilc.  die  SynnfJiiiki  Fragi  (1899),  pp.  *34-J48 ;  R.  Mwiano, 
l/rt.  iv.  pfi,  81-91  (' Kclulone  col  Slnotiici'];  I^iir.  t4  qtialrihrn 
Ev^ngiii  (190J),  pp.  56-76  ;  r.  Fircl  ('  L<  piobliinc  aynuptico-Joluniiiiiue.' 
AmHat.  4.  Fiileu  Ckrtl..  190],  pp.  14-41)  1  O.  Holtiniuin,  Ijhenjim  {Gng, 
u.  1904,  pp.  31-46):  CQR,  (1905),  106-134;  Bulh.  dat  JeKttHKeitv^m  u. 
dit  Sr*-  Svgiita  (1905):  E.  A.  Abbott,  Vint.  1665-1S74  linvAlaabU] ; 
HcMni«r,  l^  miutan  kin.  dt  Jtsui  ( 1906),  J54 '-  ;  i'-«hn>  INT.  %  67  ;  W. 
Xldmond,  7*  Cosftl  af  Ikt  Rijittian  fa  nndy  in  Ikt  rrlaii.'n  ef  iht  Foutik 
gnftt  t»  iJu  lirfe\,  19061  P.  W.  Schminlcl.  tUi  vitrt*  Efj;im  i^grntilrr  dm 
Orti  iTtint  {\<fOb,  Eng.  t(.  1908) ;  F.  W.  Wonky.  Tkt  Fmili  jpii/^/  an.i 
tie  S/MfU'iti  {1909) t  Bocoo,  Fmrii  gttfti  im  Rtieani  «ml  Dtiale  {i^to), 

(i)  That  the  Fourth  gospel  presupposes  the  general  synoptic 
tradition  may  be  t^kcn  for  granted ;  the  real  probicm  of  liierary 
criticisni  is  lo  determine  whether  it  can  be  shown  to  have  used 
any  or  all  of  the  synoptic  gospels. 

The  omissions  of  synoptic  phrases  and  ideas  by  John  f 
include  ilie  casting  out  of  devils,  diseases  like  leprosy  and 
paralysis  (hence  om,  of  terms  like  Kotfo^^w,  ha^/uina,  \txp6t, 
etc.),  Sadducees,  publicans,  and  scribes,  with  repentance,  forgive- 
OCH,  watchfulness  and  prayer,  sun,  cloud,  generation,  hypocrite 
(hypocrisy),  market-place,  rich,  substance  or  possessions,  vineyard, 
and  woe.  One  claix  of  such  omijsions  is  not  particularly 
significant,  i.t.  the  synoptic  adi-erbs  for  excetdingly  {iKwtpuram, 
iitur,  wtpurirat,  and  ^^oSpa),  aduilery  and  adulltnu,  yvn;  (■> 
wife),  frtftdt  {icptfor/ui,    -ipnofuu,    voptvoitai),    uam  and   moot, 

*  [lutorica]  ikclchd  □[  opinion  (foiciipi)  on  IbU  problnu,  in  Scbweitjer'i 
y*H  Jtiimarui  ta  Ifmir,  pp.  II4-II7.  ta4->)6,  ai7  L.  etc  In  ipealdng  of 
J.  Wdtt'  IMe  /VtJifi  JuM  MM  Reitk4  CmUt,  he  dliidM  and  defines  the 
taaae  of  uiTcitigtitioa  inlo  the  life  of  Jciua  (hns :  the  pctiod  tnaupinied  by 
Strum,  'puicl)>  hiilorical  or  pniFlir  Buprrnatura]^'~-ihe  period  repiejentcd 
bf  the  Tubingen  Khoo),  'lynoptlc  ot  Juhdnnine?' — the  period  inaugumed 
p  J,  Writs,  '  nchatDlogical  01  non-eichaliilocic»l  ? ' 
f  Sm  a  cucrully  annolaled  and  clauilicd  liH  of  synoplic  lermt  [/.«.  term* 
I  hf  •!]  ibtte,  u  a  nile)  larcly,  if  cfn,  lucd  by  John,  in  Di^,  1671-1696. 
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KaraXttvai  (  =  leave),  and  arayivwirKu  {of  scripture).  More 
imporUnl  is  the  substitution,  e^.,  of  viuuta  for  SvKtfMn,  snd 
of  irofMH/ua  for  npa/SoA^.  Thit  is  one  outcome  ot  that  pag- 
matitm  which  also  explains  the  absence  of  any  allusion  to  the 
virgin-birth,  the  temptation,  the  Ininsfigu ration,  the  agony  in 
Getheeinane,  etc,  as  inconsistent  with  what  t)ie  writer  aimed  at 
in  delineating  the  character  of  Jesus  the  Logos-Christ. 

The  similarities  of  language  between  Mk.  and  Jn.  atone  are 
both  few  and,  on  the  whole,  insignificant;  the  occurrence,  in 
parallel  passages  in  both,  of  terms  like  Jiok^im  and  rptimoinM, 
fftpiLiiiroiiai,  fap&n  vitniKot,  {wnioi  ?),  piwiirfM,  aiid  vn^HO*',  in  the 
tame  sense  (cp.  also  /Ae  gnat  multitude,  Mk  1 1*'  •■  Jn  ■  i^  **,  Mt. 
and  I.k.  omitting  the  h),  is  hardly  of  weight  ei>ough  to  float  the 
thesis  that  these  indicate  a  sustained  and  subtle  intention  on  the 
part  of  the  fourth  evangelist  to  supjiort  Mk.  againtt  the  omissions 
and  deviations  of  Mt.  and  Lie.  {Dial.  1 739  f.}.*  Apart  from  Mt 
a8"-Jn  lo"  {my  brothers,  8cc  above,  p.  354),  the  coincidences 
between  Ml.  and  Jn.  are  still  less  remarkable  {Dial.  1745-1757). 
Hk.  breaks  off  before  the  narrative  reaches  the  point  where 
Jesus  call*  the  disciples  my  irothtrs,  and  John's  agreements  with 
Mt.  probably  go  hack  to  Uk.  In  short,  the  real  connection  of 
the  Fourth  gospel  with  its  predecessors  lies  not  in  vocabnlaiy 
but  in  ideas,  and  falls  to  be  tested,  not  on  stylistic  so  much  as 
on  historical  and  doctrinal  grounds.  These  upon  the  whole 
support  the  hypothesis  that  the  author  of  the  Fourth  gospel  is 
frequently  concerned  to  balance  one  of  the  syno(>tists  against 
another  as  well  as  to  <v>reeci  all  three.  At  almost  every  point 
where  the  orbit  of  the  Fourth  gospel  coincides  with  that  oi  the 
synoptic  tradition,  the  former  can  be  shown  to  re|>resent  a  mote 
developed  stage  of  Christian  reRection  upon  the  facts,  eren 
where  traces  of  a  development  can  already  be  noted  within  the 
synoptic  gospels  themselvei  (see,  f^.,  detailed  proofs  in  Wendt, 
PPl  14-48,  and  E.  A.  Abbott  in  AVic  WoriJ,  i89j,pp.  459-^83, 
m'mBBi.  17731.}. 

The  ooly  gospd  about  which  (h«r«  nwd  be  uiy  hcallsdon  b  thai  of  Lk. 
lleie  the  tepMInl  kinllaritin  uf  ilylc  umj  ttaicnicnt  lenda  il  a  hXt  qucUioo 
whether  both  |>Dipe)*  do  not  |;o  hock  iiKJepcndcDtly  to  oOBOUm  ImBlton* 
(or  KiurMs),  or  wliFthcr  tbc  Kourlh  gusptS  limply  rtymtnls  In  ««m  «pK( 

*1  (viooliee  uij>  uleqiul«  Ijui*  Cut  the  iiln  Ihst  iDial.  1744 f.)  Jatin 
InCeiHb  to  convey,  by  bh  •ilminnt  10  the  beloved  diadplCi  a  isdi  ooMnsI  ta 
(he  dliappeliitliv  adhercDi  of  Mk  10"  {/$tui  UmJ  kirn). 
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(linwKof  ■  dcvclopmenl  which  am  be  tnccd  froni  Mli.  te  Uu*  the 
'  lid  in  ■  combinaiion  of  both  hypolhopi.  The  Lnnn  tllinida 
'Toanh  goipel  do  nut  nccmujly  imply  Sytian  Antiochf  u  the 
loca  of  the  laiur  (to  Zuihellin  rrcmtly);  Uxlitkint  ar«  not  conflncd  by 
geef  npUcal  boundkriet,  and  Ihc  later  affinltiet  of  lenaiiut  uid  Jiutui  Mtrlyi 
mre  u  eiplinble  on  the  ordinary  Epheiixn  hypoihnis.  But  lonie  of  the 
ouTOiti  of  Ihc  Lunn  uid  *  Johannine'  tndltlont  ntiwed  In  ill  ptobabilily 
ffom  Syrian  Antioeh.  This  nuiy  be  admitted,  iriihoui  abtndoninK  the  me  of 
Luke's  goipel  by  the  aulbur  of  (he  P'ourlh  cvuigelist.  The  two  gcnptli  ue 
•Imoit  coiitcmpiiritry ;  they  breathe  oitcn  the  aimc  atmoiplierc  of  rcligiou* 
Ihouiflit  and  tendeixy.  But  John  correcti  Luke  ;  hii  Empcl  U  not  a  oomplete 
aeeount  of  jews,  he  admits,  but  lie  web*  to  lay  a  deeper  and  more  myatkal 
tmi*  for  faith-  Doth  have  a  remarkable  eomtnan  element  in  their  voeahulaiy 
(cp.  Gaiufca  ia/TS.  a.  561-568)  1  e.g.  drrdiv^if,  of  Jam  [Lk  t"  10",  ep. 
Jni9»)l^TTt,»{Lk  t6»*.Jnu*):l7»''"'HJ'U"  ij'*.  Jn  9*)  1  Ji«rplf»"' 
tinlran>.=tfay,  Ac  l*"*,  15",  Jn  3")  s  Itutcttxr  {Lk  T*-*.  Jn  ll»  !»• 
I3»)!  MiSi='t»t\ia  (Ac  as",  Jn  4'"-)l  -^"i  (Lk  13",  Jn  18'  eic.Jj 
«Ar«i  =  boiom  or  bie»l  (Lit  l6",  Jn  1»  Ij")  j  •««.»  (Ac  34",  Jn  13"!  i 
J#iaC  (A«  a',  Jo  4"  etc.)  j  r^pon*!'  (Lk  19*,  Jn  w*) ;  r^sr.  (I.k  ig**,  Jn 
i»  etc.)  i  »Tio  (Ac  3»  i».  Jn  s'  «o"K  »nd  ^piup  (Lk  ttf,  Jn  4"").| 

In  one  clan  of  pasagcs  lotne  tpcdal  trail  of  Lk,  hat  been  adopted  and 
aibplrd  by  the  Fourth  evangelist;  t.g.  3''=Jn  l'"-  (Is  John  the  Chllat  ?], 
4'=Jn  16*"  (the  devil  ruler  of  this  world>,  4»*'  =  Jn  8*  (Jtsus  eluding  a 
crowd).  6"  =  Jn  j"(lhe  divine  in aijjhi  of  Jsui).  7'=Jn  4".  i6*'*  =  Jn  5*'.«i 
I*""',  I9»*=jn  i»".  Ji"'=jn8''-,  ja'=Jn  i3»-".  »i"=Jnii'»-",  j»*3 
Jb  tV*,  23*=Jn  I9"'-  i  both  ote  0  tipin  of  Jesus  in  nanalive  l  both  apply 
the  phrase  M*  ^  JvupK  to  Jesus  (4i'3jn  1**  ffi\ ;  both  tepatate  the  idea  of 
Ml  lo"  from  that  of  Ml  16*"  (cp.  Lk  6*  and  i^=Jn  13"-"  and  is'*-** 
where  frindt  is  applied  by  Jesus  in  Lk.  and  Jn.  alone  to  the  diadples). 
There  it  an  incKuing  tendency  m  b«th  to  describe  (he  ttlailon  of  Je*ut  la 
God  aa  that  of  the  Son  to  the  Father,  lo  limit  God's  fatherhood  toChriMiaiH, 
10  emphMN  the  Spirit,   and   to  speak   of  Jesus  as  i  auriip  who  being) 

*  Sec  cspedally  Hotlraiano  and  jacobien  («/.  fit.  ppt  46  f.)  on  thi*  point, 
with  P.  Kclna'i  y«rkanoKi$eht  Utii'li'ftriuif,  pp.  133-136,  and  above,  pp. 

«68,a74- 

t  Kceyenbtlhl  am  these  and  other  tnits  to  fiirthet  his  hypothenU  that  the 
Fowth  goapel  wu  written  by  Menander  of  Antioeh  and  aftcrwatds  rescued 
(lom  the  fnostics  by  the  church,  which  rc-cdiied  it  for  eceleiliuilcal  purposes. 
But  Menander  as  an  author  is  olheiwite  unknown  i  Kreyenbuhl't  estimate 
of  gnottkitm  is  too  Ideal,  and  the  theory  involrci  a  lecoane  to  arbitraiy 
Oi^di  in  general. 

]  The  sense  in  Apoc  19"  it  dlffeicnt  (s'dytd'),  aaii  the  case  wilb  fptep 
•Ito  (9")- 

\k)iAi*ir,  i\t(it\<r9&t,  atptir,  and  rjcta-im  are  titcd  in  totally  dinorenl 
■ernes  by  both  writcts,  and  avrrlSta^i  in  dilTcrenl  const nii? lions ;  Ictnu  like 
«X)«^  'SUtTfnarl,  ift^rHr,  and  fhwriitu  (IrjTh  liutn  in  Jii  ll|  are  loo  oumJ 
and  OMiiot  to  deserve  notice,  while  the  noccitainiy  about  Lk  24°  pnvaua 
MJna  (Jn  iq*  etc)  Iwins  reckoned. 
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H)'  attrnplar.  Both  Iwvc  SamuiUn-Morin  anil  ttotle*  atxiul  Marlltt  tM 
Maty ;  both  igiec,  in  opposdon  lo  Mk.  «ntl  Mt.,  In  pliciag  the  picitiirlian 
of  P«ter's  denial  during  the  Iwt  tupper,  and  ihc  denial  iuelf  prcvicAU  to  ilie 
nolencc  dune  (o  JMUS  in  ihc  judgincnl-hull ;  both  alM  note  a  tiiplr  (Lk  IJ^ 
ikMrir^rwaJo  tS"  19*' ')  vlndicaiicn  of  Je«ui  by  fiUte. 

There  aie  fuither  Iraces  of  more  01  leu  coiudaiu  correctioo  on  the  put 
of  the  Fourth  evangelist :  Ihui  1 3'  11  a  catrcction  *  of  Lh  M* ;  the  ducoune 
on  humble,  mutual  K-rvlce  coirespondi  to  the  Lucan  oairalitv,  and  tcant 
rclcccncn  in  the  pouion  naitaiive  (r^.  Aniiu  and  Kaiaphu)  l«iray  ibe 
lonte  atmoiphcre,  but  in  the  lulei  natralive  and  in  the  murteclioo-Moiia 
the  motive  of  coitcction  b  more  audJIile.  Thus  the  appearance  on  the 
evening  of  the  resoricction-day  in  the  Foutlh  igoi\K\  (30"^)  taUictiriili  that 
recorded  by  IX  14*''*  in  three  point* :  t  (a)  the  midden  appcukoee  in  the 
midit,  {A)  the  showing  of  the  body  (hands  and  lecl.  Lit.  |  hwidi  and  tide, 
Jn.),  and  {1)  ilie  reference  10  furelrrncM.  John,  hower«r,  chance*  the 
lupcratiiiaui  teno(  of  the  audicncie  (the  ten  diKJpIca,  not,  ai  in  Uc,  the 
eleven  ditdpl*  uaA  their  companion*)  into  a  clad  (ifi"-")  Kcocnitioo. 
and  makn  then  receive  the  Spirit  at  onco  instead  of  wutii^  foe  iL  Thi* 
Luto  pttDt  u  lignificanl.t  In  the  Fourth  gospel  the  asccntton  lakea 
place  on  the  day  of  the  retuttcciion  i  Je»u>  then  comes  {xf),  ••  be 
bad  promised,  l»ck  to  hi>  iliKipIn,  and  bmthca  on  them  (nc<  tend*  to 
them)  the  holy  Spirit,  which  he  lud  also  promiaed  |I5*  16^).  TMa  b  Ihe 
real  ro^teia  «l  the  Fourth  gospel,  and  aAer  90**'"  there  i>  no  weed  of  my 
■ubMquenI  departure  any  mote  than  in  Mt  18.  Acootdine  lo  Lk  34  and  )a  M^ 
the  disciples  ncvcl  leave  JernMlem  ;  Galilean  appraranc«a  of  the  tUen  Jeaiu 
otedefiniiely  cxcludtKl,  The  redactor  oi]a  >t  tceki  to  humooaae  the  two 
linct  of  iradiiian  l>y  appending  ■  Knal  GaUI«aii  viaion,  drawn  either  from  Ik* 
Luoui  5'*"  or  from  a  cominoo  tmdition.  The  retYlatlon  nt  reoocnidoa  of 
Je»u»  h  Tff  aXdod  mC  tpmi  (Lk  14*"' ),  and  the  eating  of  liih  by  J«m  is 
pteMnce  of  the  ditciplct  (Lk  iV**-),  reappear  in  Jn  11''"  in  altered  (oimt 
here  Jcsos  ii  tecognivd  before  the  meal  (of  which  he  doea  not  paruLe). 
and  the  tneal  contitli  of  bread  and  lish.  Thii  auQ[exia  "tbat  theie  vucf 
have  been  varioui  tmditiotu  combining  ■  literal  and  a  symbolical  meaaioK  (l) 
about  the  catching  of  fi*h,  (i)  about  a  Eucharittic  meal  (after  the  tcauntctlon) 


*  Bacon  (/'Mrrf  J  Gaiftl,  pp.  376  f)  even  take*  E^  aa  a  repodiatiaa  of  Lh 
3*  and  as  repreKniing  the  older  Palestinian  view,  wluch  has  a  better  chance 
of  bdng  hlktocical.  Vp'taitiOK  {BU/iKit  CAtvmliigie  aa-A  f'/^mm  fiufiui 
und  dot  Tadtijahr  Jaui,  1910,  pp.  S6  L  |  alto  defendt  thU  intditiaii  on  the 
ground  that  Jeiua  wai  renlly  born  in  13  B.C.,  and  that  Ijtke  confnaed  the 
coniulale  of  (Jviriniut  with  hit  governorship  over  Jtidea. 

t  Four,  If  lal  U)(i  auroii'  tlpifn  t/iiT  U  Inaenod  alW  oir^  In  Lk  2^. 

X  The  chancleriiiic  standpoint  of  the  Fourth  eotpel  it  nM  the  yeuning 
br  a  return  of  Jc»u>  the  mewiah  lo  liniih  hit  work  r  //  iijlmiifd  (Jn  igP). 
The  prophetic  and  etclialulogical  element  in  the  Um  luppcr  k  oUlleniHd,  la 
otdet  lo  make  it  •  fcoM  of  love  and  love's  duiio  among  ChtiatiaDs.  li  la  the 
InUmily  t4  pmml  eommunion  with  the  living  I^id  in  the  Spirit  which 
dooilnntei  the  Fourth  gotpel  and  detetmtnca  many  of  iti  departure*  fmn  Itai 
Synoptic  tiidilion  (tee  belowj. 
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B  Id  which  fish  ftmncd  m  put "  [Diaf.  348jd>.  *  In  (h«  Lu«n  tloiy  ot  2f^- 
ihe  general  pcrmiBion  to  handle  l^^^af^art  lit  taX  (Jm)  ptecrdn  ibe 
(uithct  ptoor  (e*tjn|>)  of  ih«  mlily  t4  ih«  reaur(cclinn>lK>cly  ;  wlicrcu  in  ilic 
Fourth  ca>pel,  where  ihe  «me  ordci  occur*  {lo*"-  al"*'),  only  Thomiui  U 
bidden  handle  Ihe  body  ot  Jesus  i  ind  Jesut,  in  the  Kquel.  dislribules  the 
feed  intteail  (■(  eating  it  (tee  >l»ve,  ji.  17J}. 

The  apiKwlyptic  demcnl,  vhich  almcMt  dinppetn  in  Ihe  FouKh  BO^d, 
had  alresdy  been  ih'miiiiihed  in  Lk.  (note,  i.g.,  Ihe  kignilinnt  change  in  si/* 
from  Mlc  14**  =  Mt  16" ;  ihc  Jewish  auihnriilci,  untikc  Simeon,  3"-  ",  an  \a 
die  without  Kvine  ihc  Chiiii).  but  the  Fouilh  evangelist  innscends  it  m  pan 
and  parcel  of  Ihe  Jewish  meitianism  which  he  and  hit  age  felt  lo  be  no  longer 
•dequate  to  the  Chiisluui  coiitcicjuineM  of  the  day.  Traoe*  of  it  ttiU  occur, 
<■/..  in  S**^*  (which  cAnnoi  be  eliminated  u  a  later  inlerpolation).  just  u  the 
aider  »ievr  of  Jcmh"  rc<lenipiivc  (unciion  incidentally  reeutii  in  I*,  but  luch 
feaanKS  do  little  more  thsn  denote  the  tiinsiiion  fiom  the  old  to  the  new,  ani] 

tihe  chancteristic  aims  of  the  author  lie  elsewhere,  in  a  conception  of  Jcids 
for  which  he  found  ihc  I^iijot-idci,  not  the  mcuianic  idcn,  to  be  the  diosI 
effcctiie  category.  This  pioceu  hod  been  already  anticipated  not  only  hy  Pnul, 
but  by  the  authors  of  Ephesians  and  Kebrewi  in  iheii  ovn  way,  without 
detrimrni  to  the  tupreine  wgnificanee  of  Jtsiin  ChriM  to  the  Christian.  The 
Fourth  cvangdiM,  however,  is  less  intue^led  in  Ihe  OMniological  or 
lypological  significance  of  Jesus  than  his  piedeceHcn  on  this  line,  and 
(rnenlly  he  develops  an  inilcpendent  view  of  hi*  own,  which  is  mote 
K  thoroughly  dominated  by  Ihc  set  and  spirit  of  the  Logot-idca. 

(3)  Not  merely  on  tlie  content  but  on  tlie  position  of  the 
Baptist's  ministry,  the  P'ounh  gospel  is  at  issue  irlth  the  synoptic 
traditjon.    The  laltor  consistently  dtJere  ihc  beginning  of  Christ's 

•  public  ministry  till  Ihe  Baptist  had  been  anested  (Mk  i"-'', 
Lk  3"-"-Mt  4"),  as  is  the  case  with  Ac  10"  tt^-  i9<.  The 
Fourth  go*iJCl  makes  the  two  ministries  oveilap  (Jn  j***"  4*-*), 
and  (Iocs  so,  noi  from  any  naii-e  fofgetfulness  of  memory  on  the 
put  of  an  old  disciple,  but  in  otder  Co  emphasise  the  superiority 
of  Jesus  to  John ;  the  latter  tecogn^scs  and  confeHiex  publicly 
the  messianic  claim  of  Jcsut  rrom  the  rery  outset.  The  develop- 
ment o(  the  iynoptic  tradition  in  Mt,  and  I-k.,  which  tends  to 
bdgbten  and  ante-daic  the  Baptist's  consciousness  of  Jesus' 
significance,  is  thus  brought  to  a  climax.  It  is  in  keeping  with 
(his  view,  which  knows  (in  contrast  10  the  original  tradition)  of 
oo  secrecy  upon  the  messianic  authority  of  Jesus,  that  hix  full 
authority  as  God's  messiah  is  seen  from  the  outset   by  his 

■  'There  it  no  mystcriou*  sienilicMicc  tn  the  tfinrrn  of  v.",  however ; 
it  goes  with  the  fnUnwing  verb,  as  in  6"  and  it".  The  insertion  t>\ 
r^apwrVai  by  Syi"°  uul  1>  in  Jn  ii",  if  not  a  rctloraiion  of  the  original 
text,  at  lead  points  lo  the  early  prevalence  of  this  euchaiistic  cooocpllcti  ol 
the  scene. 
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diadples  and  hy  others.     Here,  again,   the  tendcnry  ilreadj 
present,  e.^.,  in  Mt.  (jip.  153,  359),  is  fully  opcraiit'c 

Some  fuithn  inttancc*  ot  thl«  ptincljile  mky  be  noted.  («)  Tbe  Gnl  t>( 
nilttia  '  lie  followed  by  no  wldfcn  |  ihc  foutih  uid  &fth,  whkh  Mnplctc  itu 
Chilean  cycl«,  Itad  up  to  ■  ilitcuuion  whicb,  huwtvcr,  Mlacbe*  oaljr  to  Uk 
STth.  The  iwo  Jciuulem'ffqti'ia.  on  th«  other  hind,  fumbh  the  aitatiiga 
''fcr  long  hnnnguci,  vhile  Ihc  uricnth  <in  Judca)  not  onlf  u  aeeon^maitd  ht 
•n  ■nnouiKcmcnt  of  tctigiout  iiutl>.  liul  foimi  the  pirol  fb«  Iht  closing  Mcno 
In  jBrnMlem,  Thui  the  only  CiiliJein  inchlne  1)  In  ft*"' ;  ba[  •Jlho^(h  pan 
of  il  is  placed  in  the  tyrugogue  at  KiphDrnaum,  ercn  this  u  a  debate  urttli 
the  Jewi  which  mij^ht  u  wrll  h»c  cKoiirn)  >l  Jcruialem )  ihcte  it  bwcly  • 
tmce  of  the  chuueterislic  Galilean  gospel  at  that  li  ptetcrved  In  the  qtMiptk 

gdlpcll. 

\t)  At)  niu:il1y  Meondary  (rait  lin  in  3"'**,  whne  an  original  MyiBf  U 
plaeed  In  a  selling  which  has  been  tiantpotnl  [10,  t.j;.,  unMig  most  rcotM 
wrilen.  J.  Rit-illc,  pp.  tjjT.  :  Drummond,  61 1  J.  Wciis.  LoUy,  and  OeAcrky 
tn  DCG.  IL  jtit.]  from  it^hiMotiial  eitct  in  the  aynopiic  traditioti  and  k> 
cast  (or  special  reasons.  AeeordinK  lo  the  Fourth  {[caprt.  the  cleaniinE  of 
the  temple  took  place  on  the  occaiion  ol  (he  lint  and  catty  riilt  paid  by  Jeau 
to  Jarugalcm,  and  wu  the  act  not  of  meuianic  aulhorily  but  of  a  prapbelieet 
refaftniniE  ical  {  (so.  1^.,  itccnlly  Wcmle,  Sjim,  Frof,  140 ;  Slanlon,  DB. 
ii.  a45t  and  Sanday,  Hid.  ftiy,  after  BeyKhla|;,  mr  Jritmu.  An^v,  SjC: 
R.  H.  Hutlon,  T^ttlftiiil  Eunyi,  in  f. ;  A.  B.  Bruoe,  A'iniJtm  ^  (M, 
3o6f.).  In  the  synoptic  iradiiiini  it  brings  the  enmity  of  the  acribaa  and 
priests  Id  a  h«d  (Mk  ii**-"-  ")  i  it  is  the  nalui^  climax  of  lus  nlaiitry,  • 
*nprenie  cHott  10  aweit  the  ri[;ht*  of  God  in  the  headqaartei*  of  the  naticwt, 
and  his  subsequent  (ale  is  the  natural  outoome  of  the  deed.  In  (be  Fourth 
BDspel  the  act  11  at  once  anlcHJaicd  and  minimivd.  Tbe  sa)'in|[  eoaneeud 
will)  it  li  tii:htly  reproduced,  as  I*  (he  oonnecilim  of  (h<  incidenl  wiib  (be 
paiiover.  Hut  the  daring  uiertion  of  authority  piodueei  ao  iatptenloa 
beyond  a  tnild  rcmonMnncD  (a",  reproduced  rrom  the  lynoplie  Inditloa. 
Mk  t>"-Mt2i",  whichalsooonnected  tbiii«khadrfcnoeofiUlcg|iliiMG}r}t 
Ihc  authorities  do  not  lake  action.  Posiibty,  hovreret,  the  writer  tim^ 
introduced  the  incident  at  (hia  point  in  order  lo  emphaiiie  the  saying  as  a 
proof  that  Jesua  foiesaw  his  death  and  rcaunection  from  (be  lety  iKginnang. 
lie  has  thus  nsei  the  incident,  undo  (he  influence  of  his  praginadras.  On 
the  one  band,  he  found  lullicient  occasun  in  (he  Lanrux-nui>cle  fat  the 
arnsl  of  Jesus  and  the  enmity  of  the  authoridet;  on  ihe  other  hand,  he 
CDTiridercd  that  Lbe  Gts(  public  viii(  of  Jaus  t«  Jeruadcn  luot  hare  been 
marked  liy  an  open  sMetliun  of  hia  divine  authority. 

(0  Another  case  of  a  synoptic  lafing  being  mitplieed  ocnit*  tn  4",  bat 

*  Even  in  Ihe  second,  which  U  a  nulanl  of  Ml  S*"-  tA  7i-<*.  faith  a  (ai 
tunal  in  this  goipcl}  ibe  result  of  the  miracle,  not,  a»  id  the  ^nopik  liadltian, 
Ihe  IndHjiennble  condlllon  nf  lirlpcii  hunting. 

\  Taiuo  also  follows  the  lynoptlc  order. 

!  This  is  usually  assuciateil  with  the  adnuanm  tbal  the  Mt  migbl  ban 
been  rr|iratcd  -,  hut  il  not,  thai  the  Jobannlne  chronology  I*  pttfmUa, 
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h4**rcren  buk  10  l"  not  to  Ml  tf-'*>cLk  7*^ u  Ifie MMnit 
Ibe  rioty  U"'*')  i*  >  heighlened  form  r,(  the  MMttuein  ntmilve, 
u  s"'  uid  £>'"-  "'*'  are  of  the  lynoptic  otigiiMli.  6"  ii  >  fi nh  initancc 
of  mbplaMmtnt  |cp-  Mk  t^^Mt  ij^aLk  4**;  Tor  Marclan't  tictlmcnl  of 
flia  ttoiy,  *(«  Hllsenfeld  in  ZH'7 ,  iqch,  137-144),  while  in  6"^,  u  In 
la**,  there  ii  >  diiiincl  itndcney  lo  nculpate  ihe  twelve  or  Petei  (tee  the 
■ynoplie  panllrh)  U  thr  cipcnat  of  Jailu  IiJiwtal. 

(lO  The  LiuuiM-mitBcIc  [11"')  U  eiceplfoiuil  in  acreral  mpecu.  In  Ihc 
^nofilk  tloria  of  people  being  laised  by  Jetos  from  Ihe  dead,  the  mJncIc 
tahMpUcr  iMlunlly  ;  ihr  opportunity  ii  furnlihcil,  and  Jraut  t>kr*  adtnniiiRc 
el  II  Here  he  coiudouily  delay*  hi*  airivil  not  only  until  the  dnd  perum  it 
burin),  bat  until  the  procru  of  phyiical  corruption  liaa  tet  in.  The  miracle  it 
tbui  renderrd  more  wonderful,  in  oompoiiiKin  with  the  lynopllc  iinriet,  where 
Jeuu  only  nim  the  nnbnried  (and  indeed  thote  who  have  juK  died),  and 
whert  he  never  arrangei  for  any  heiKhtrninf  u(  the  enfecL  It  I9  an  illnttration 
of  Ihe  profouml  iiuth  thai  Jcitu  ii  the  source  of  life  elcina}  in  a  dtsd  worTd, 
uhJ  tlul  (he  reniitpetion  is  not,  aa  Ihe  popular  faith  of  the  church  imat^ncd 
(ii^jiwrnething  which  ittltM  place  at  tlu- lax  day,  hut  Ihe  teci-pi ion  of  Chriii'i 
Ihinf  Spirit :  /  ain  lAa  rnitmiiiiiH  and  lit  lift,  ie  vit  te/utti  *n  mt, 
ClcNfA  it  (MT  iftait,  linJt  /nv,  aW  it  ant  niif  livii  and  Minn  #*•  mir  ihaU 
dit.  I-'alih  in  ihc  livjni;  Chiiil,  at  Paul  had  laught  In  hia  own  way, 
■  litetl  life  independent  of  phyiical  change*  in  the  future.  ^Vhelh«( 
than  ihii  religioui  motive,  operating  on  ihe  Lucan  malerial,  b  necenaiy 
to  wfWr  (h*  itoiy,  tcmaini  one  of  Ihe  hiiiorlcal  pmbleint  of  the  K^tpel  (cp, 
A>  K.  Braolteio  Cambridgt  Biblital  Essays,  313  f-),  II  >«  juit  concelrahle 
thai  Ihe  incident  fiiiled  for  tnme  maon  to  be  incluilcd  by  the  tynoptic  gospcb ; 
their  tilenoc  would  not  by  IIkK  be  abaolutety  eonclualve  agalnjit  the  hiMoriciiy. 
The  difficult  i*  to  give  any  adequate  pqrchologioal  reaion  why  10  atupcndoua 
and  oiltQU  U  e^aode  (wlinettcd  tx  iyftlMti  by  all  (he  ditciples)  ihmld 
bMt  Ukd  ta  win  a  place  in  the  lynoplic  tradition,  even  when  that  tradition 
badrnkted  to  be  tncompleie  at  oettain  poinu,  and  ihii  difficulty  i*  heightened 
by  the  obiioua  moiives  of  Ihc  writer,  who  malm  Ihia  miracle  the  pivot  of  Ihe 
final  Jewlah  aiUck  on  Jcsiu,  inatotd  of  the  puiging  of  Ihe  lentple,  which  be 
miulen  lo  the  beginning  of  the  miniitty.  "  The  whole  evidence  points 
mnogij  to  tha  conclution  thai  the  evangctlkl,  utinjc  tomt  tradition  to  ui 
■nknowii  and  the  lyaopiic  material  mentioned,  elaborated  Ibem  fnraly  into  a 
narrative  dcngned  to  be  at  once :  (a)  an  aitounding  nuuiifeatation  of  Ihe 
Lof  ot'Chtitt,  W  a  picioiial  iciting  foiih  of  the  apiiitual  truth  of  Chtiai  ai 
Life,  (t)  a  prophetic  ptetiguiaiion  of  ihc  dcnih  and  reaurrecilon  of  Jnui,  ai 
ahown  by  the  facta  that  the  namei  Jetui  and  Laiarui  have  the  ame  meaning. 
and  that  ibe  narrative  foinu  a  tranaiiion  lo  (he  final  (tnijaclc  and  to  death  " 
(Fotbcs,  p.  373).  It  may  be  a  miiacle  which  like  that  of  Mk  ii"!-  (ite  |>p. 
aij.  Ij6)  hoi  grown  op  *  mainly  out  of  a  paialile — in  this  caie  the  parable 
«f  Liuarua  ILL  16'"' I.  which  closes  (16"-*')  with  a  paoMge  (IrKlevui  to  the 
Mlpoal  motive  of  Ihe  titniy]  asoting  that  not  et«o  the  wilne«i  of  one  riten 
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'  With  hint*  from  other  synoptic  tnujitioiit,  t.g,  (he  raiting  of  (lie  widow'* 
aoci  at  Naia  (Lk  7"'",  petformed.  tike  the  tauin);  of  Loiaiu*,  before  a  Urge 
H  crowd). 
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baia  Ibe  dead  would  a*«U  l»  produce  fepenlaDce  utd  (aith  in  ihoat  who 
reiecl  th«  tta'imonj  of  Ihe  OT  ie«cl>lion  |l-k  i6*'  =  Jn  j*).  Whol  hbUrinl 
nuclcut  llo  behind  (he  titatf,  it  U  iki  longei  pdiuihlc  to  ajccfUJB.  Hm 
kllegoricol nriynibolial  cndi  of  the  writer  ue  the  outiUadng  fcatwe(cfi. 
Bceuchneuler'a  PrtiaHUa,  p.  79,  "  Iota  igitm  nifralio  mmcri{rta  M  M 
COullio  <lo)[nuilii:a  iiuetuiKt,  tet.  ul  doccrel  CKfnplo  cUtivisM,  w  \tBt 
liaUiuM  yJn^  diuinum.  Dognulicum  iplur  potiv*  hie  egil  Kriptot,  qaun 
hutoricum  ").  They  iiKlicnie  [hut  ilie  »iMy  rtaj  be  Miolhri  iiixaiice  of  what 
OiIkcii  in  hii  cummeniaty  called  Ihe  pieterTBtion  «(  >piri(iul  Inilti  in  bodily 
inaocucacy  {ttiiotJfvv  nUdnt  rot  Aq$w>i  «r«KHanm>0  /r  ly  nviarvn^  ■>> 
Ar  irrot  Ri  ^(ij(0:  *o,  '■;.,  Abboll*  [EtL,  1804^,  1744-3751),  \jBity, 
Burklii  {nammiumi,  pp,  uif).  Foibei,  E.  F.  Scoti  (^  eir.  37C), 
HdlmUllcr,  and  Bacon  ( 7'Af /iMrfA  Gti^t,  345  f-). 

(f)  The  Dloiy  in  ll'**  hal  been  changed  fiom  after  (Mk.,  ML)  to  faefan 
Uie  eniiy,  but  the  futlhcr  <(ueiiion  uf  iis  lektion  to  Lk  ;*"*,  ot  even  of  the 
(eUiion  between  the  Utio  ami  the  Maican  (Malih«>B)  paMllel,  renAha 
anulhcr  uF  the  eTiiemai  of  EOipel-ciiticiim.  which  can  hatdljr  be  aohrcd  alatg 
ibe  lines  of  puirly  lilerai)'  invetligaliun.t 

(3)  The  day  la  now  over,  or  atmoat  over,  when  the  Fourth 
gospel  and  the  i}'nopti>ts  could  be  played  ofT  against  each  other 
in  a  series  of  rigid  antitheses,  as  though  the  one  were  a  matter- 
of-(act  and  homogeneous  chronide  and  the  other  a  spiritual 
reading  of  ihc  earlier  tradition.  The  probkm  is  too  ddicaie 
and  complex  for  such  crude  methods.  Recent  criticism  of  the 
synoptic  gospels  has  brought  them  nearer  to  the  Fourth  gospel 
It  has  revealed  not  simply  variant  traditions,  some  of  which  rc- 
Bpt)ear  in  the  Fourth  gospel,  but  chronological  g8])S,  and  abows 
all  the  operation  of  tendencies  which  exercise  a  creative  as  wdl 
as  a  moulding  pressure  upon  the  Irndltion.  The  Fourth  gospd 
presents,  in  one  aspect,  a  further  and  special  phase  of  the 
tendency  to  interpret  and  reflect  ujion  the  evangelic  ttadiitons  in 
the  light  of  Ihe  later  Christian  coticiousness.  The  synoptic 
gospels  are  not  objective  chronicles,  reUiir^  the  incidents  and 
sayings  of  which  the  Fourth  gospel  provides  the  spiritual  inter- 
IxMation,  In  Mark,  especially,  the  presence  of  such  an  inie^ 
preuiion  has  now  been  proved  (pp.  3i6f.);  and  this  ia  all  the 
more  signiGcant,  since  the  Fourth  gospel  is  recognised  upon  ■! 
hands  to  go  back  ultimately  to  the  Marcan  tradition  rather  than 

*  Cp-aho  Ai^.  i5iSr.  ("even  though  we  may  be  obliged  to  rejeclBivaol 
Ihe  detaiU  of  the  Railing  of  Laiaivs  at  nnbittotlcal.  wc  nay  be  attU  to  aeerpl 
th*  bet  that  QUI  Lonl  did  occaakmallj  reauHe  lo  life  thcac  who  woalil  enlla- 
•rily  be  dcanibcd  aa  ■  dead '"). 

t "  n«t  Weg  >on  Mk.  und  Lk.  Bus  ni  Joh.  •itcheint  lul  iwrnecUdi  h>| 
ohae  ZuUlfnahme  cinct  Sundciiindilion"(Wernle,  p.  a^t). 
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to  the  IkUlthtcan  or  to  the  Kucsin.  The  t^noptics,  u  veil  m 
Ihe  Fourth  gospct,  wctc  written  m  ir«iT«iu*  ««  irum».  The  motto 
of  Jn  ao*'  would  ap[ily  to  all  the  thtcc,  but  in  a  special  sen»e 
to  Maik ;  for,  in  spite  of  the  diffeience  of  angle  from  which 
Maik  and  John  view  the  mcisianic  dignity  of  Jesus,  both  aim 
at  demonstrating  that  he  was  the  Son  o/  God  (sec  p.  334). 

The  inoit  inipoiianl  Mp«el  of  (bl*  relatlonthip  it  hltloricd.  There  ii  good 
rvldcrtce  10  iho*  (hat  Jaui  had  a  minUliy  in  Judea,  duilns  which  h«  riiiloJ 
JovmIfdi,  pnoi  Id  hit  final  viut.  and  Ihx  ihe  narniire  of  th«  Fourth 
pMpe)  on  IhU  point  E^t  back  10  a  nueleui  nf  priniiilv«  incljiion  fiom 
which  \htj  have  been  workrd  up.*  Tlie  lynopijc  tndilion  ically  it 
daiv«d  ffOB  Mk.'i  ichcmr,  which  Ji  admiiiedtjr  fiu  from  Fihauitive.  and 
even  io  it  there  are  Iracet  which  eorrolxitaW  th«  view  clabuiaitd  in  ihi 
Fourth  pq>d.  Thai  the  icmpiBiiondoiiei  clearly  pmuppotc  a  Jeruulem 
Bfid  Jndean  miioluii  laicei  than  the  iirni-iilistt  lh«nvrlv»  lugt^t  ;  and  even 
If  Ml  3]*"-  ^Lk  ij*"-  i*  a  qoolalion,  >liU  the  bet  that  it  wa»  attributed  to 
Jcnuieemi  to  imply  more  than  a  men  willingneii  ot  deaire  to  have  come 
to  J«nualem  preriuutly.  Sinillai ty  the  Journey  ihrnugh  Samaria  to  Jerusalem 
in  Lk  9"'**.  though  editorially  letceucd  to  the  tail  vUit  on  the  Mir<.-an 
•cbeme  (lo*).  ia  fdlowtd  by  a  numlxi  of  incidenli  which  luggett  that  it 
could  not  have  originally  betotk^ed  to  that  villi.  On  any  view  of  the 
ininMiry  oi  Jam,  hi>  public  minion  mint  have  tailed  more  than  twelve 
montb),  10  that  ample  room  ii  left  for  at  lean  one  viiit  to  celebrate  Ihe 
pa»ov«.  It  U  necdteu  to  potinlate  that  he  muM  have  b(«n  aoconpaawd 
by  hli  diuiplei  on  luch  an  octaiion.  and  theli  atMOCe  may  account  for  the 
eatty  apootolic  ulnin  on  the  Jodran  minisity.  No  streis  an  be  laid  on  Ihe 
fact  llul  when  Jeui  fioally  tochcd  Jnutalrm.  he  waa  well-known  to  a 
■UHlia  of  people  not  only  in  Bethany  but  in  the  capital ;  thii  don  nut  nccct- 
Mrily  imply  more  than  vltiit  to  the  panover  prior  to  hi*  public  miniitry, 
Noa  do  the  diKuaaioni  with  Ibe  scribet  and  Phariieet  involve  a  Jtrusalemite 
hcut.  The  HgnificaDt  data,  which  leem  to  indicate  that  the  tradition  of  M 
leMI  one  inlcnDciliale  riwl  to  Jcruialem  hu  t-et-n  almoM  obliterated  In 
the  aynoplk  tradition,  occur  in  (i.)  the  lempiaiion^vtoiy,  which  require* 
IW  comnKtii,  and  (ii.)  in  Lk  if"-,  the  content*  of  which  (pp.  273  f.) 
cuwol  be  amngtd  wiihin  the  limlti  of  Ihe  last  journey  to  Jeruulem. 
Thoa  10*  (dispatch  of  the  levcnly,  ot  the  tcvcely-lwo,  fli  watvt  vi\ir  tal 
tiiw»  at  ^fuXXfr  a^rdi  Ifxiv^*'),  when  taken  with  lo",  cannot  denote  iha 
dispatch  of  the  dticlplet  a*  haibinger*  of  Jeiua  on  the  route  (ax  in  <f"'). 
The  Mihaoqueot  Inddenta  art  tot  the  moat  pari  undated  or  v«|!ucly  lei  t 
aooie  imply  Jenualem  (It"  etc.),  other*  Galilee  (ij"  etc),  otheri  Samaiia. 

•Cp.  It-  Bleek  {IMT  |  71),  W«idt  (p,  ia|:  "there  i»  nothing  to 
juatify  u»  In  itfutinK  to  acknowledi^t  thai  Jeaoi  may  (rally  have  made  leveral 
vUta  toJeTiHalem,"and  J.  Weiia  in  hi*  leviewof  Spitu's  Vmyntftii  ( 7Y.,Z., 
1909,  460  f.)  and  in  Jti  Av/gaiiit  J.  XT  Hitiimitia/I  {p.  44);  "  \Va*  Ubst 
tUh  Mchlkb  ftCM)  elne  laneere  Wlrkaamltch,  fegea  ein  Wirkrn  auch  in 
jaamiem  efaweiiden?"  Compare  the  diiniMJrui  bjr  A.  E.  Utooltc  b 
Cmmtriitp  SiUital  Eilmfi  (1909),  pp.  396  f. 
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Hot  in  I7'*-"  Ihe  incident  pmuppocct  >  Journe;  (torn  Jtmalnn.*  u  b  Hill 
dcM  ftiwn  17",  whCTf  Luke  hu  oretlud  Ihc  oripiul  (ul  oArit  lifnco 
Mp/«vr  Za^iBjuIai  mi  raXtXnloi)  with  Ihc  pni);naiic  hcMling,  Ksl  ^tfro 

(111.)  'I'lie  Umrnt  nvtt  Jcnmlem. 


Ml  13,"^ 

Bf  Tptiwv  tpiii  iriviifi-itt  ti  rM-«la 
alirfi  iiwi  rdi  rrfpiryit,  lal  gi^it  l^itrX. 


«Ka  rah  V|>«#i}tu  ul  ^lAlf)•^af•« 
rati  iwtcTaX^^^r1n  r^  a<T4»,  r«vA(a 
4MXi)va  /rwiir^si  tA  tVcrs  #«■,  tr 
Tpiror  Ifinf  rV  ^i-riii    nrmif   te4 

tr<  ifrqn,  rlXvyv^rn  J  fp](V"*>  * 


The  two  vmioni  ire  pnictiMllyiilenllcal.t  whcrau  Luke  deputi  [loniML 
ciuphjuicaJly  in  the  coucxl.  ThU  conliims  ihe  view  (p.  197)  Ihul  ihc  wyiBf 
bcbngnl  lo  ij  01  the  apostolic  lourcc,  which  ihercfotc  rcflccKd  ■  Ukdiikn  thtt 
Jctui  h«l  ii^pralccj  lujeniulcin  piior  10  hit  UtI  vitii.  The  Ultet  i&teipreu- 
lion  implies  Ihal  jout  cither  ipokc  the  woidt  u  thcj*  stand,  ot,  kl  uiy  i>u,  Ott 
nuclrui  (so  Merx)  of  Ihe  quotation  <tee  above,  pp.  16,  33}  t  and,  in  ^lile  of 
tceplicitin  to  ihe  contraty,  ihi»  hypothni*  haa  murh  in  ilt  (avouf.  Uolea 
on  a  friari  groundi  one  is  ptcpaicd  to  defend  Ihc  synoptic  ehronolocy  V.  tU 
cmU,  a  uying  like  thu  mual  be  faiily  allowed  lo  have  wme  weifht  b 
deciding  ihe  quetilun  of  the  viiiia  paid  by  Jciiii  lo  the  caplul.  The  plaiii 
Infcience  to  be  drawn  fiom  ihe  paswec  is  either  (a)  lh*t  il  was  spoken  at  • 
tueu'ell  word  after  some  viut  (or,  viails)  lo  Ihe  eapital  duiin);  which  Jcaot 
had  vainly  cikdnvoured  to  win  over  Ihe  cititent  10  tut  gotpd,!  o>  (d)  Itial 
Ml  has  coricctly  placed  il  (sec  above,  p.  )()j).  In  ctthn  case,  it  belimyi  the 
bcl  ihal  Jeiui  had  cieiciicd  a  ministry  of  some  kind  in  Jerusalem  piiot  to 
his  linal  entry.  "  The  wardi  hare  no  meaning  wlmlevei  In  Luke,  who  puM 
Ihom  into  Ihe  mouth  of  Jesus  hcfoie  he  hod  even  seen  )enH*}em  durii^  hli 
public  minitlry  (13");  and  even  from  Ihe  belter  Mn&scDeeil  of  Matthew 
(13")  it  is  unintclIigiMe  how  Jctiu,  after  a  angle  residence  o(  a  few  days  ia 
JeruiaJem.  could  found  his  reproaches  on  multiplied  effutu  lo  win  over  in 
inhataiaDtt  lo  his  cuumi.     Thit  whole  apottioph*  of  Jnus  hat  so  uricip*!  a 

*  To  Nuaielh,  vhcfe  be  was  (ejected  (J.  F.  BUii,  AfMaik  Ctiftl,  pp, 
■03  f.)' 

t'lrpovroXffi  ooeurt  only  here  b  Mt  The  uuniAcAncc  of  Ihe  vaiiani 
forma  'I(psi«aX4f>  aiul  'IfpoalXiiiia,  especially  In  Lk.,  b  diicuaied  by 
R.  Schilti  In  ZA^if .,  1910.  169-1*7. 

;  So,  t^.,  Spllla  (SirtitfrAgm,  pp.  6j  (.)  and  Allen  {MatlArm,  p.  a^tit 
"The  words  seem  10  be  ■  (iBgnient  belonging  10  an  cutiec  pervud  of  the 
ministry,  when  Chitil  was  leaving  Jcruwlein  for  Iho  laal  time  befoee  Itii 
ttiumphal  rnliy.  Wc  niuil  iuiagine  a  contintersy  with  the  Jewt  umitM  to 
thai  rmudeii  in  S.  John  lo"-"." 
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cliunct«>  Ihil  it  U  diflimU  to  believe  it  incorrectly  auigned  to  him ;  henie, 
to  c>|>1aln  iu  eiiittnc*,  we  must  luiipotc  *  seiiM  or  (artier  mideneex  in 
Jawulctn,  luch  u  thate  neotied  by  (he  fniulh  Eruigelbt "  [Stisnu, 
p.  171].*  This  nippiniu'on  hM  tcveral  item*  in  id  fivcmr.  Whatenr 
ba  th*  tCMon  for  tlw  tftioptic  (Jlcnce  on  »  Jvdt»a  minUlry  (or,  for  the 
■nBilrioTthMiOO  ihc  miision  toChandn  knd  Bcthuiida.  Mi  11"  =  ^  ri>'*},t 
onee  the  erraneont  iilea  of  ■  niitiiilry  limited  to  twelve  monihi  a  abanilone'1. 
the  (cncral  pcobaUIIIj  U  ihHt  dutlnt;  hit  inliilktry  lo  the  Imi  sheep  of  the 
hontc  of  Inid,  Jeclu  would  not  ignure  the  opital.  Unlcu  Ihe  ■ocuracy  and 
•dcqv&cy  of  synoptic  chronolomi  arc  to  be  madcK  criliral  ilognia,~»ni]  foirwlll 
mIbiIi  thl*,*it  the  preteot  day,  —there  it  no  afnari  likelihood  that  the  Foiuth 
ffxfel  may  kftei  all  teprctcnt  an  aspect  ol  the  activity  of  Jesus  which  wu 
oreHooked  In  the  M^rcan  scheme.  This  does  not  imply  lint  the  fcttlvttla- 
picf  rttnmc  of  the  Koiiith  jpitpcl  it  tufietior  to  the  outline  of  the  tyiiaptic 
tradition,  ot  even  that  the  two  can  be  hatmonised.  Th«  author  of  the 
Fourth  gospel,  with  his  predilection  for  displaying  the  reti^on  of  Jetut  in 
coiutait  to  Jewith  theories  anil  objectiiint,  naturally  choM  Jerutalem  ai  the 
lOCTu  ka  hii  debates ;  the  simpler  Galilean  preaching  did  not  Interest  him. 
But,  in  tieir  of  tlie  ^nrrol  probabilities  and  of  the  occasional  indications 
pHMncd  In  the  synoptic  tradition  IticIF,;  ti  Isarbiiraiy  (odeny  oulileht  that 
ke  may  have  hid  some  traditional  justification  on  which  to  rcai  hii  super- 
■mcluic.  The  synoptic  tchemc  rests  ultiinilely  upon  a  single  line  of 
llkurical  tradition,  and  the  tynoplikts  thenitclfct,  ctpedally  Ml.  and  Lk., 
not  only  amplify  the  earlier  scheme  by  raalciial  which  is  nssiened  in  part  to 
cttra-Calilean  lilualiuns,  lirii  crrn  contain  indicationt  of  a  Jiidean  mi^on. 
Futthennore,  as  WeirMLckei}  poinU  out  (p.  174!,  had  the  Foiiilh  evangelilt 
pOMcsaed  simply  the  synoptic  iisdition,  and  hod  he  had  no  other  aim  thin  to 
Mt  fanh  hla  own  Idea  of  Je«iit,  there  waa  no  obvloua  naton  why  he  sboold 

*  The  rather  tntttii  alittnaiive  m  to  conjecture  (a)  that  Jeius  spoke,  or 
waa  simply  made  by  the  evangelists  lo  apeak,  in  (he  name  of  the  divine 
Sophia,  so  that  the  'ianm  itrX.  would  be  read  in  the  sense  of  the  preceding 
Ml  if-  {i^-  allempK  through  the  diKiple*  or  apottlct),  or  {t)  t^i  r^ira 
tip.  Is  equivalent  to  Jews  in  genetnl. 

f  Bethsaida  &11b  within  Ihc  purview  of  the  Fuufth  gospel. 

i  TIm  fcocplion  of  Jckua  in  Mk  1 1'''°  anil  the  Myin)>  in  Mk  14'  ma;  bath 
impiT  K  longer  connection  between  Jesus  and  Jerusalem  than  the  synoptic 
acfaene  aUows  fat.  CpL  also  Mk  ii>,  Lk  19"  30>  it"  aa».  Wellhauten 
(on  Mk  I  ■''")  ricacniscii  that  the  data  al  the  l>M  vi«It  intpty  a  longer  con- 
ncdlofi  with  JeiBsalem  than  the  Miucan  week  accounts  for  j  but,  as  he 
tefiMes  10  admit  any  prior  connection  with  Jcruiatem,  he  (ecb  obliged  lo 
throw  over  the  Marcui  schema tiam. 

I  "  Wcnn  ct  aber  such  schon  frohet  Jetus  in  Jcnualera  auftrctcn  Iftut, 
l^jIgdafUi  llberall  kcine  Nolhi^iinK  in  seiner  Tendeni.  Et  kann  diet  kaum 
tfVMKin  anileten  firunde,  alt  dcm  dner  cigenen  Kundc  gttchchen  sein. 
Ebcnn  *ethllt  es  tich  mit  den  cigcnthamlichen  Wander crtlhtuni:en  det 
Evftm  .  .  .  Wcnn  er  Gtvhichlcn  twHclilet,  die  nichi  aus  den  Synoptikon 
gcBommen  tind,  lo  liev^  auch  hiec  die  t>klltiun£  am  nichsten,  dosser  diet- 
•elben  aus  eigener  UelirrlieIerun)[halIe*'(6'>N'^r)Mi'iMiVMi,  1741,  (p  3)8  tj. 
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introdtice  orlict  Jndcoa  nnu  i  tbe  mm  deiire  In  exhibit  Jov  oo  tk 
prophetic  iti^c  of  inp«ial)*«  wtivlljp  doet  DM  >dM|ii*tel7  ■ticowrt  Ibr  tke 
paitiailai  (urm  of  ilie  Fuurlli  pxpid\  tndition.  The  oonclinioa  *  ibMafatt 
if  thai  the  nnrteri*)  incotpoimud  bjr  Haiiliew,  twd  opedally  by  Luke,  pte- 
MppOMd  U  hut  MM  <r{«il  to  Jatuwlcm  prioc  U  tb*  finJ  entry,  tint  thai  both 
MalthcK  and  Luke,  ■dherioc  to  the  Mucm  diraoologf,  fiued  ibe  Inddnit* 
of  Ihii  riiit  *ilh  (he  final  vint. 

<lv.)  1%t  datt  tf  tht  Cnf^AzoM.— The  prii&wf  tndllian  (Ift  \if*  = 
Ml  i6*'*l  nprailr  dale*  the  aircat  and  cnidfiiioa  of  Jem  «it  #*  rj  ^^^rj. 
ftiint  which  it  followi  (qi,  M(  Xj")  ili*I  Jeaai  wbi  ciudfieiJ  before  the  pu* 
otet.  Thit  U  ibe  diandpoint  of  the  Foarth  e°*P*'  (''/'  13'  'B^  "id  "f 
llw  EO^cl  of  Peter  <l*  oucitiiion  >pt  lu&t  rim  tthiur,  rfi  /yr^f  a^rflr), 
pOMibly  even  of  Pull  (i  Co  s'-*  ts^-  !l  wm  *A)pted  ittdepemleiHlr  bf  the 
Qaulodeciiniiiu  durine  ihe  controveny  which  broke  out  In  ibc  lociMid 
oenlur7(cp.  Dnnnmond,  p|>.  444(* ;  Xaha't  J'tritiungn,  i*.  38] f.  ;  GffD. 
L  >7Jf.i  PrcuKhrn  in  PAS.  ilv.  73JC,  ud  Bkih,  AfwrrJ  Ou^  ia 
A'atarfh  vtJ  Dektit,  1910.  4i]f.)-  lo  the  ijiioplic  ec<tpcli,t  boiHTW, 
ihii  iridiiion  hoi  been  ovtrlaid  by  anolhcr  IMk  u^-sUt  l6"'-'Lk  u'^X 
which  iDAilc  (he  tut  luppri  tynchroncnu  iriih,  Iniicad  of  prior  to,  the  JewCih 
(luiovci.  But  that  Jcnu  died  on  Nino  1$,  (he  feasi  daf,  b  nailkoly,  «• 
work  wu  Kuing  on  (Mk  15**,  Lk  Ij")  and  amvi  wore  bcMg  earned  (Hk 
14"  eW-),  Loth  of  whicli.  u  well  u  «  mcetine  of  Ihe  Sandcdrb),  mre  ilrictjj 
prohibited  00  tbe  feoM  day.  Some  of  the  iletailx  preaerred  bjr  tbe  lynoptk 
[oipeli  about  wh^t  happrneil  on  the  dny  of  the  cniciliikin  and  tbe  ifay  altcf 
tally,  in  tut,  with  the  piimary  tndiiion.  and  arc  inconiiiteol  wltfa  the  ipeeiil 
ideniiticatian  of  the  laU  wpper  and  Ihe  panortr,  The  tmptobablBllM 
of  the  Utter  view  have  led  lo  a  widtaprtad  a^iremntl  among  siodetn  crilia 
thai  the  former  tradiiion  ii  Ihe  older  and  more  reliable  :  so,  t.g.,  C.  H.  Tomer 
{DB.  i.  411),  Sanday  {DB.  ii.  6jjf.).  Wcinuinten  {on  Mk  la'  "  oui  hit 
fichtig  crkanni,  daa  die  bier  voillcgcnde  Zeiiiechnun);  der  (ewfihnlkhen 
tynopilachen  widcrtpicche,  und  richiig  geaitdlt,  da»  ae  die  alte  mI  Mid 
nochim  licrien  EvuiKelium  licluti;!  wrrdo"l,tO.  HollnDuni  yLAtit  Jtta,&L. 
aiii. ;  ZNW.,  \<¥H.t^\io),  Spiita  \iUt  UrthHil.  Trad.  Ubtr  Urtfi^mftmd 
Sinndti  AUndn..  1S9J,  ia%-an),].  Wein,  Katlenbuich (ClrOTA^Ar  ffatt. 
189s.  Jiyf.,  JJif.).  WeOll^  voo  I)al<*chutt  (AuMnm,  17),  Pretneheo 
(ZiVIK,  1904,  pp.  t4f.),  Bouuet  </»h>,  Eng.  tr.  19),  ileilnUUrt,  Baem, 
V.  M.  Hitchcock  (DCG.  i.  4l4r.),  Weatberg  {vf.  iit.  i|of.),  elc  On  ihli 
view,  the  lynoplic  (oapela  aM  Ineotutalenl  with  themactvea,  and  the  FoiifUi 
l^prl  iniervenet  in  support  of  the  belter  tradiUoit.  The  recognition  of  thi* 
boa  imporiant  benrinip  on  the  whole  iincetion  of  early  Chrittian  tradiuon, 
far  if,  in  one  caie,  the  lypolucical  lienllicance  of  an  event  la  proved  to  te 

*  Thii  hta  been  uiged  from  Schleittmachei  downward!. 

t  Later  Jewish  writers,  who  *e«ni  10  cunlndlct  the  qvioptlc  diroaulogy, 
wcie  often  templed  to  Ideotite  ihe  pait  by  reading  luck  lalo  Ihia  pcrkid 
laiei  cnitonu  and  ideu  (cp.  N.  Schmidt, y/fJU,  1891,  pp.  6f.|. 

t  Alto  on  John  19*"-  ('  Wenn  Jout  nacb  Jo*  wltklkh  ain  Tagr  eoi  dcm 
Patcha  e^^torbm  i*t,  v>  kann  dai  nlcht  auf  Tendeni  berufacti,  torulein  nui 
•uf  den  alien  Tradition,  die  auch  bei  Maiktu  noch  durehacUnneit'). 
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(krivfd  fnxn  Ihc  G*cnl.  lk«re  It  k  prnfaaUlltj  (h>l  in  nlli«r  cum  Ui  (ncidcDI 
b  net  to  b«  dUmiwed  u  unhUtorlcal  amply  braaic  ll  lendi  [iiel(  lo  a 
lelipous  ipplkaiion  or  itinril.  Th*  cnmclnesi  of  Ibe  JoluiiDinc  tradiiion 
b  OMroboratcd*  l>y  Ihc  likelihood  ihai  Luke  (33'*-'*)  ptcMrve*  ■  tuyiiig 
wWdi  Kctiu  ID  (how  that  when  J«nu  kie  his  Utt  mn)  with  the  dudpin, 
be  knew  ih*t  he  would  not  live  10  oclrlmte  ihe  jn'sovcr  thai  ytai  vilh  Ihem. 
He  bkd  curneHljr  hoped  to  do  v> :  frifi^Jf  tw496u'f  raSrit  tA  ni^XB  (^.r. 
this  fcu'i  fciiivul)  fayrii  iu9'  Ci/iir  rpi  raO  /it  rafttii.  But  he  now  knew 
iMi  hope  wu  lo  be  diiiap[>nintc(I>  He  wh>  to  die  Fee  Ihen.  A/rw  ^d^  (v>v> 
fri  (4  mI|  ^7w  a(rA  fwi  frtu  rXTjpwtf^  /r  r^  f!lar<\>If  rsG  0(«i).  ThU  implici 
Ihu  the  Lo'd'i  luppei  was  caien  prior  la  Ihe  pinovei]  the  woidi  ue  not  > 
puctwl  tcferrnce. 

Repealed  tftirti  have  been  nade  (a)  (■>  harmonUe  the  qrnopllc  kihI 
JofanDliie  tnditiont  ai  ihcy  lie  befara  iH,t  o*  (1)  lo  explain  the  oricin  of  lh« 
tfnopie  technical  crroi ;  the  formct  by  identllylnK,  <x>  <hc  Mppef  at  )e 
'Wiih  Ihe  CAagigaA  or  Ibe  KiJdwik  (G.  II.  Bat. /TS.,  19011,  3ijL),  ibe 
bite)  by  aisumini;  a  primitive  confuilon  (due  orlijiiially  lo  the  cdllur  of  the 
•ccceMl  Bospd  -0 1  in  the  Maroan  chronoloicy  of  14'*- "  which  undeilict  Ml.  and 
Lk.,  or  eltewhere  (ir>od  lummary  in  DCC.  i.  414  f.  |  cpi.  abo  Abbolt'i 
Dial.  1289!.).  Chwolion,  Ihe  rabbinic  eipeit,  in  Ihe  tceond  tdiltan  (t^oB) 
of  hii  ItttU  PauamM  Ciriiii  (cp.  MeHatisiktifl  far  Gatk.  m.  Witt.  d. 
JudfUumi,  1II9J,  J37  f.,  and  ZWT.,  1895,  JJ5-J7S),  holding  that  Jeiui  w»» 
CTDciAcd  on  NtMn  14,  eiplairu  that,  at  ihe  (lanovcr  fell  on  a  Friday,  ihe 
laMb  eoold  be  dain  and  eaten  on  Nitao  13,  and  that  the  i)-noptic  error  It  due 
10  K  BiiiDl«Tptctaiic«  of  mnott  *ap  won  In  the  Aramaic  original  of  Ml  16", 
wUch  could  be  rendered  (1)  righlly,  "Jay  befotc  pMchal  day," /.t.  Nlwn  I]. 
(a)  'day  before  paichal-fcasi,'  t,t.  Nisn  14,  at[i)  'ftat  day  of  paschal  feaai,' 
I  i.t.  oi  unleavened  bread.  If  IhiieiplanaiioD  can  be  traniferted  10  Mk  14" 
(ep.  [.unberl  inJTS.,  190J,  184  f.,  and  Mm'*  Maltkrw,  pp.  l^tn),  Ihe 
pietininary  error  u  eiplicable-  Whether  or  not  Ihe  tiui  tuppei  was  meant 
to  be  a  aoit  of  (aniiei|]aied  ?|  poichal  meal,  il  wai  probably  not  celebrated  on 
Ihe  rctaLu  day,  Ihoueh  the  inferior  lradiii<in  of  the  qrnoptiM*  aroM  from  Ihe 
idea  that  il  wai  Ihe  pucha)  iiipper.  Anoihet  teconitruclion  of  Ihe  oiiicinal 
•once  would  be  noe»  Bipo  |  =  hefott  lb*  pauover)  fead  as  veti  e^p3  ( =  on  (he 
Grsl  day  of  ihc  panorei}  in  Ibe  Hebrew  pnnilll«e  KOdpel  (Ktadi,  Par^ltl- 
itMUtu  L.  6isf-i  cp.  Brioi,  Nm  Lifki.  pp.  56-4j). 

(«.)  The  aipinwnt  fiom  wmo  minor  points  it  tignilicanl,  bul  ii  not  lo  be 
prcucd.  in  the  pnteni  ttate  of  our  knowledge.  Thua  (a)  Mk  t"  =  Ml  4" 
impUet  UI  earlier  ministry  in  Juds,  bul  it  could  not  have  been  of  Ihe 
diamcKT  detctibeil  in  the  Koutih  ijoapel.  (i)  The  ilrongty  atiesied  v.l. 
*lM4aiat  In  Lk  4",  which  hu  every  appearance  of  being  original,  might  be 
taken  in  iis  Lucan  s»ue  ai  an  equivalent  for  rilcitine,  it,  including,  aot 

*Cp.  G.  II.  Sol  ICrifiia/  Xevitu;  190J,  i»-H),  Btooke  and  Durkitl  Id 
JT'S.,  1908,  569-5711  Atkwiih,  and  Hurnack  in  77/?,,  1909,  49-50. 

fSo,  recently,  A.  Wrighl  |.Vra>  TiilamfMt  Prttbmi,  pp.  ty)t\  Zate 
(/A'T:  iii.  »73f.l,  Gmllia.ol/'tVAiL  s'-).  "nd  Belter  (/AT.  091-195). 

ISo,«.f.,  VlieoB\8*£iHMiHgi»fG*$ftiSl4rj,^  195  C)  and  Spliu,  wilh 
special  forOb 
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MclocIinE.  Galilee  I  ii  nwd  noi  ntc«uari1y  by  iuelf  inthde  any  liail  b 
Jcnmlcm.  (<-)  Ttir  climinailon  or  the  word*  tA  vi«x*  ■»  ^  (Hwt  in  WH. 
77-81  :  nin  Beblicr  in  /.Mr  OkrmpUgtt  da  Ltttni  Jim,  189S,  pp.  J][, 
after  JwrolHcn  and  uth«fi),  which  rcili  on  ihdr  n«G!eci  b]-  ihc  Ato^,  !»»»«•. 
Ori|>eii,  itc,  vicl  on  the  |]i»nilil1it|r  uf  uiimU^on  with  t'*,  vould  rcduMIt* 
chionologiul  dUcicptncy  bciwecn  the  Fouilh  g^pcl  and  ihe  (ynoptlai ;  tit 
the  evidence  doM  not  yet  wein  itrong  enough  Tor  ihu  h}poihe»»(cp.  BarkilA 
Sv.  4a-MifharT.  IL  313),  nnleo,  irilh  Schwsrti,  WcllhauMn,  R.  ScblU,  ud 
oilicn,  Ihe  whole  vene  ii  deleted  u  one  of  ilie  ediiotU  Inafttlom.* 

(4)  The  Fourth  evsngeliit,  like  hie  iwo  immediate  pre- 
decessors, thua  bases  on  Mk.'s  narrative,  but  direiges  from  it 
repeatedly ;  these  divergencies  are  in  some  cases  accidental,  in 
othcr»  due  to  a  preference  for  Mt.  or  IJt.,  or  for  both  COnibti>ed, 
andinoihcr  cases,  again,  the  result  of  soroe  independent  Iradltioa 
Their  motive  cannot  always  be  explained  from  his  pragmatism,  but 
the  important  point  is  that  his  method  and  its  rtsuitt  do  not 
suggest  invariably  the  instinct  of  an  cyc-vitness  who  sifts  earlier 
uaditions  of  difl'ering  value  1'he  details  are  tn  the  main  Ihc 
ciTCUmstanlial  niinutiiB  of  a  vivid  or  symbolic  (Phikinic) 
imagination,  when  they  are  not  borrowed  from  the  synoptic 
narratives.  The  use  made  of  these  narratives  by  the  Fourth 
evangelist  really  illustrates  the  derivative  and  secondary  character 
of  his  work,  judged  from  the  hisloiical  standpoint,  and  this 
conclusion  is  not  affected  by  the  admission  that  on  two  poinu 
in  particular,  t^.,  the  date  of  the  death  and  the  previous 
connection  with  Judca,  the  tradition  of  the  Fourth  goq>el  hu 
substantially  reproduced  elements  which  bter  phases  of  the 
synoptic  tradition  tended  to  obliterate. 

(n)  It  would  (ell  stronely  agsjiut  ati  eye-irllnctt  Ot  «  Palcfflniu)  Jevfab 
ChrUiiui  a*  the  author  of,  oc  one  tA  the  ouihoniies  for.  the  Batpcl,  IT  th« 
deacriplloo  of  KaiaptiM  as  ifx'*l^^  ^  ""^  /navroO  ittirtm  (II*-'  if) 
[usiil  lliat  ihv  wilier  mlly  believed  (he  Jewiih  high  priesU  w«i«  tppoanled 
annimlly,  like  ihe  Auaichi  (lo  froni  DieUchneide*  and  Baiir  to  Hanfanu  sad 
Forbei).  But  Ihii  aigumcnl  is  not  valid.  The  pbraae  aighl  cither  naa 
Ml  ikal /■ili/tl yi^tr  {vt,  4^.,  K«Iiii,  Godel,  Zahn,  )*eake,  amoi^  olliert),  M 
that  ilie  writer  nmply  adapted  his  description  to  Ihc  local  euManswttta  whieh 
his  tcaden  were  Kuniliar  (so,  <./.,  Hultimann   and  Loiqr).     Tbe  ft 


f 
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I 
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*  The  widripiead  admusion,  thai  a  hiilurical  nucleus  noderliei  Ihl 
Johaniiinctradilioniaboul  the  Judean  ininiMiy,  is  oppowd  lolhc  1 11  iliiniMlMl 
view  which  hu  txen  recenily  atgucd  with  enccptiMMJ  abtliiy  by  Dr.  JaoMt 
Dniminond (pp.  41  f.),  whoae  critical  potallon  crntnlly ii as fcvoiiraUe  \a\ht 
eslefiwl  evidence  for  the  Joliauninc  auihortliip  as  h  b  unlavounU*  JallN 
bUlOTicIly  of  ihe  goipers  oonienti. 
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cipUiwllon  b  pre&nblr,  upon  the  whole.  "  The  fr»t  ol  which  tbe 
eT>n|[«Itit  fptalu  wu  lh«  yeir  of  all  y«an  ;  th«  ucFplalilc  ynr  of  the  Loid. 
u  ii  u  clicwh«rc  <xll«l ;  iIm  ytar  in  which  th«  i;fci[  Mciifm,  the  one 
UoncBwnt,  mi  mndc,  Ihc  aloncmcni  which  annulled  once  and  fot  cret  ihe 
unual  (cpelilKm*.  ll  lo  hnpiiencd  thai  ii  was  ihe  duty  al  Caiaphas,  ai  hi^h 
pnol,  to  enlei  the  holy  of  holiu  and  nITcr  Ihe  atonemenl  for  tAM  ytm. 
The  evangehn  sees,  11  we  may  luc  the  phrue  wiihoul  iitererence,  a  dranintic 
ptopiiety  in  the  foci  ihat  he  of  al!  men  ihoold  make  Ihil  dedaralion.  By 
a  divine  imny  he  It  made  unconKJouity  to  declare  ihe  truth,  ptoclaitnlne 
Jeuia  to  be  the  |[icat  atoning  ncrlAcc,  and  himself  lo  b«  inclrouienla]  b 
oCTcriog  the  t-iciim.  This  icimy  of  circutniianijet  is  illustratiid  la  llM  cut  of 
PilBM.  at  In  the  caw  of  Caiaphaa  '  (LlEhtfoot,  £tf.*  1.  SS-8f ). 

ii}  A  ilmiUt  veidici  may  be  paiscd  upon  ihe  diacooTM*,  where  the 
cicaiive  geniui  of  the  author  in  at  itt  height.  Even  hnr,  (n  (pile  of  Ihc 
dialectic  which  |)crvadn  tbe  debates  of  Jcaus  and  Ihc  Jews,  in  apilc  alto  of 
the  later  itandpoint  of  ihe  Christian  consclousnea  which  readt  itself  buck 
al  sevenl  pointt  into  ihe  tayinp,  there  i)  gfiod  evidence  of  an  accuiate 
arcijasintanae,  on  ihe  pari  of  Ihe  author  or  of  hit  tourcex,  with  the  PalcMlnlan 
tlloallon.  ' '  One  of  the  most  rematkable  facts  about  (he  wiiiings  of  recent 
Jewish  oiltCB  of  the  New  Tniamcnt  hai  lieen  that  Ihcy  have  tended  upon  the 
whole  10  confiilii  (he  gospel  piclute  of  external  Jewlah  life,  and  where  there 
b  a  diKieponcy  ihesc  critics  tend  lo  ptove  that  the  blame  lies  not  with  ihe 
New  Tetlament  niiyinab,  but  wlih  their  interprcttn.  Dr.  Glldemann,  Dr. 
BocfatlM,  Dt.  Schechler,  Dr.  Cbwolsohn,  Dr.  Maimorstein,  have  all  ahown 
Ihal  (he  Talmud  makes  civdibte  details  which  many  Chiisiisn  eipoiiton  hai-e 
been  rather  inclined  to  doubt.  Motl  rctnurkalitc  of  all  haa  been  the  cumu- 
lative tlienjilh  of  (he  arguments  adduced  by  Jewish  wiilcn  favourable  (o  the 
authenticity  of  the  di»:our^cs  in  the  Fourth  gospel,  (specially  io  relation  to 
(he  dicumtuncet  undci  which  they  ate  rcpoded  to  have  beeo  tpokcn."* 

1 6.  Topography. — Nearly  forty  yean  ago,  ^(atthew  Amotd, 
in  GoJamdi/u  BiNe{<A*.  v.),  observed  that  the  Fourth  crangelist's 
"  Palestinian  geo^raph)'  is  so  vague,  it  has  Tor  him  so  little  ot  the 
reality  and  necessity  which  it  would  have  for  a  native,  ihat  when 
he  wants  a  name  for  a  locality  he  takes  the  first  village  that  comes 
into  his  remembrance,  without  troubling  himseir  to  think  whether 
it  suiu  Of  no."  This  hasty  verdict  had  been  [ejected  by  anti- 
cipation in  Kcim  (i.  179),  and  subsequent  research  has  shown 
Ihat  whoever  the  author  was,  lie  must  have  had  a  first-hand 
scquaiDtancc  with  the  topography  of  Palestine  prior  to  a.i>.  70. 
Summaries  of  the  evidence  may  be  seen  in  K.  Piirrer's  article  on 
'das  Geographiachc  im  Evglm  nacb  Johannes'  {ZNW.,  1901, 
157-265).  Drummond  (pp.  366-374),  Lohr's  essay  on  'Wic 
stellt  sich  die  neuere  PallstinaTorschung  lu  den  geographischen 
Angabcn  dcs  johannescvglms'  {Dfulsth-Evang.  Blatter,  1906, 
*  Dl>  Abiahamt  in  C^nfri^  Biktuai  Sti^t  (1909),  181. 


S48 


THE  FOURTH  GOSPEL 


795  r.),  and  Bacon,  TAe  Fourth  Gos/vl  in  Htsforth  and  Diiati 
(■910),  ch.  XV. 

In  most  oua  Ihc  difliculty  rcwlvts  iuclf  inlo  our  i|[naf>nM  of  ibe  local 
Ceognphy,  nol  inlo  Ihe  wiiict'i.  Tbiu,  the  IMIiinf  ripaf  rti  1*fMM« 
|(p.  ro*)  which  WM  the  tcrac  of  John 't  mlulon  (1*)  nxy  be  IdcnlllM  clthn 
wilh  (he  Btionim  (Be(inc)  of  Jos  13*  (k>  Zahn.  NA'Z.,  1907,  i66f.,  ud 
Kutrrr).  or.  if  Ihc  inferior  Tfading  ArMdAara  be  wloplcd.  uilh  Basluii  (BaUoM, 
10  llendcfun't  I'lUiiliHt,  IJ4,  and  Condet,  Ttml-tVifk,  130;  ihc  lati«r 
idRiiitying  Ihe  ipot  wilh  fold  'Atarah\.  But  ihe  Btt^aiara  <rf  Ori|^  • 
■nd  lh«  Evang.  da-Mifh.  (cp.  Mr*.  Ltwik  7X(  OA/  ^ruv  Gciftl,  1910, 
p.  hxviii,  and  DuTkili'i  od.  ii.  }o8C)  xecmi  due  10  local  timdition,  which 
identified  Ihe  icene  wiOi  1  pteChritiian  holy  piKe  which  beome,  at  »uy  rtte, 
a  wcii»l  ipot  tilt  Chiiiiiiui»  tvfnrc  ihe  end  of  (h>  wccnd  cralur/.  Othm 
{i.g.  Mommerl,  Amfit  m.  Btihamia,  1903.  and  Ltiht)  HBgctt  that  both 
namei  refer  to  the  mine  ipol,  Bethany  bcini;  a  fnrd  iwuly  OppocUe  Jcricfc* 
(  =  Ileiliabaia),  'houn  of  the  ri>rd,'  vhllc  tcinie  (from  Sir  Geoic«  Croiw  aad 
SirC.  W,  Wilson  (o  Chcyne.  J?ifi'.  548;  and  Rix,  Ttnl  a»4  Tistamtmt,  17511 
varioiuly  explnin  Ihc  nnmci  ai  corniplioni  of  an  ori|;inal  BfAm/^d,  i.t.  Beth- 
Nlmiah  (cp.  DaiOii>a|l|id,  Jo*  13")  over  thirteen  nll«a  east  of  the  Jordu 
(cp,  Abboit.  Dial.  13-14.  6i»-6t6).  Thit  it,  at  any  talc,  better  than  the 
ideiillfmiiim  of  Bdliabarah  wilh  the  Ym.i.9iiA  va  Beih-barah  of  Jg  7**  (Sandij, 
SaiTtdSitti,  33). 

The  other  tcene  of  John'i  miiaion,  Alriiir  ifiin  r»i  ZaX(i/>  (j"),  u  axiei 
'AinAn,  irven  mllei  from  Sallm  (Condet'*  Ttmlftrk,  I.  91  (.),  or'Ain-Fira, 
abool  two  hours  N'.N.E.  of  Jeruialem  IFuner,  Moore  Is  DCC.  \.  351 
Suiiay'i  SaiTtd Silti  ef  Gotftl.  1903,  33  f.),  ur'Ain  Dtchino  d«  (MoaoKfl), 
eighi  mile*  S.  of  Scyihopolin  (for  other  idcntifieatlont,  tec  I.agnnce  in  KB., 
1^5.  509'-  •  Haitins*'  DB.  iv.  3J4:  BBi.  4141,  and  Ncule  In  DCG.  \k 
JS0-551I.  In  any  caac  ihe  actuality  of  Ihe  place  i>  nol  affecteil,  even  if  the 
nainef  U  tuppoied  lo  cany  a  certain  allct[oiic*l  tii^flcanoc  (e.g.  AwxMnM 
Ktar  la  Ptacr,  the  Baptist  preparint;  for  the  higher  purilkatian  b]r  OutM  the 
kini:  of  SAicni  =  Uclchiudek  ;  to  Ahboll  in  DM.  615-C16.  and  iTi^i'.  1796; 
Pftddcrei,  Uiisy.  Kreycnbuht ;  i.  5B9,  ii.  37S).  Thii  poMitiilily  of  a  Kymbolic 
alluiion  recurs  in  (he  case  of  the  Samaritan  lown  Xvxif  (4*),  which  tht 
Biajoiily  of  recent  geographeis  (notably  Sit  Chaclet  WittKin  in  IlaMinip'  DB. 
>*'  ^35 1  Conder,  G.  A.  Smith's  IHtt.  CMfraphy.  di.  xriii.  (  A.  W.  Cooke. 
IfCC.  ii.  685-687:  Furrrr,  Lohr.  and  Rix's  liMl  aid  Ttttamfnl,  abU 
(aalbiue  10  identify  with  'Athar.  The  letm  It  hiudly,  as  Jetume  llMXcht, 
■  tnuKiiptional  enot  (01  Si^'^t,  bul  it  mieht  he  a  play  on  it,  cither  ■•  &4alv 
Bfeb*(«f  Uoll,  Hab  a",  w  llcngilcnbeic  and  othett),  a  SMtfr^-dtwOua 


I 


■  On  Ihe  variant  Bi)#apd  in  the  HSS  of  Orisen,  tee  Btooke  (/TS.  I  6$). 
Orlgen't  eiiplanation  of  it  at  =  alxdj  nraffnv^i  Megesls  lo  him  a  pUy  upoe 
the  name  as  apptoptialc  to  the  miuion  of  one  who  frtftirni  (Ml  11'*)  the 
Lord's  way.  "  ForUiUC  piimum  ictiplum  ftul  BvAfav,  qwe  uibs  la  caape 
•d  Innltnem  ad  npom  pitrul  lluminii  etal "  (Bretachnel'lcr,  96), 

f  An  error  (Biettchncidet,  96-9t|,  due  to  the  wrilei  nlslakiiig  mi  (> 
fmlit,  is/iu]  fill  [I'p,  iho  name  of  a  town. 
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f,  of  the  Sanuriunt).  The  Utta  hax  been  widely  held,  /.^.,  >iii«n|; 
KMDt  editors  by  Abhmt  tSSi.  179^,  iSot).  [-oisy,  and  Calmcii ;  KrcyvnbUhi 
(<■■  J9^397)  m'Klilin  it  into  an  idciiiilintiun  of  Sycliar  with  iUV=b 
<lhakci — here  of  wilet  f.<.,  Snnnuin,  pciH>niftcd  (n  the  wonuui,  livei  on  a 
leliKtou*  knowlcdEc  whicli  ii  inferior  to  the  true  miec  01  knowledge  of 
ChtiiliJinity. 

Ttit  pool  iwAtytitirii  'Rftfaini  Btfifatd,  witrt  rr«it  Ixp""  (Sl  B*  Mill 
•  vexed  ptoblcm  in  the  topography  of  Jerusalem  Ibot  summary  by  G.  A. 
Smith,  y<rriutt/<ui,  Ij.  s^f.  ;  ep-  Moore  in  DCG.  L  193-195} ;  even  the  name 
t>  DDOciuin,  Ihough  Bithtalka  01  BniUka  sceini  ihe  original  form  {tp.  Kclm. 
iii.  aijf. :  Wit.  ii.  76;  Nestle  in  ZNIV.,  1901,  171-17)}  either  u  Bfwika 
(■0  Jotejihut  for  the  north  quaiicr  of  the  city)  or  Bi|Sfaiai  =  'tho  buutc  of  Iho 
oUtc'  But  aeain  the  local  touch  is  not  afTccled  by  ihc  symbolic  meaning  of 
Iht  five  porches  as  the  li>e  book*  of  Ihe  Mosaic  law  (which  has  been  obvious 
riSM  Auguuine)  with  !l»  inter  11  intent  put  iAcal  Ion,  and  of  ihc  tlii[iy-ei|;ht 
yean  in  v.'  (  =  Israel's  thirty  ciKht  years  in  the  nilderneu,  Dt  1"),  The 
ioicrior  leading  Btlkiids  (  =  n^  r't.  house  of  mercy  or  grace)  pn>bably  was 
lubKiluteil  for  the  >>ri|;iiuil  on  Itilt  account. 

Id  6*  (ai  in  11*}  riji  TirJipiaSot  b  a  waici-muk  of  Ihe  leoond  century,  or, 
al  any  rate,  of  the  end  of  the  Arst  century  {cpL  joicphut,  BfU.  iv.  8.  1). 
'All*  Schrlftuciler  im  enien  Jaht.  n.  Clir.  den  AuMlruck  See  vonTibecIa* 
Boefa  nichi  haben  1  Slrabo,  Plinius,  joscphus  biaucheo  die  Form  See 
Gennesar  oiler  Gcnnnarilis,  auch  die  Tai^umim  habcn  clieiic  Korm.  Vom  a 
Jahrti.  an  tehcint  der  name  Tihcrlmrr  mehr  und  mehr  ofiiciell  gewotden  lu 
leifl'  (Futiei,  ZNW.,  190a,  361).*  Il  is  needless  to  suppose  (10,  t-g., 
Oodi,  Wellhauwn,  Chcyne :  EBL  i6j],  Drummond,  and  t-'uim)  that  rfi  T. 
b«  later  glou  in  6>  (cp.  Abbott,  DM.  3045). 

The  embolic  touch  in  9'  (ZiWd^  h  ip^fttitru  drwrsXii^Mlt  >• 
enigmatic  The  meaning  of  Ihc  original  SkUnah  (  —  tent  or  condacicdl  it 
evidently,  in  the  light  of  the  (ymbohun  which  ihimmeis  lhiou|;h  the  whole 
aoiy,  applied  to  Jesvs  as  the  one  sent  by  God  (on  this  hvourile  }ohannine 
phrase,  cp.  Abbolt't  Viat,  3177,  etc.],  who  came  by  waier  (t.r.  in  the 
Spirit  eonfeited  at  bapiitm),  If  Siloom  a  identitied  here  with  the  mysterious 
me*s>antc  Shiloh  of  Gn  49"  (so  Grollus),  then  there  if  a  myMic  reference 
{Abboll,  EBi.  iSoj)  to  the  luperKsnon  of  ihe  I.«w  by  him  who  was  leni  from 
God.  In  any  case,  bapliim  is  the  true  iUamination  of  Ihe  soul.  The  other 
iMetpietations  (the  pool  u  a  second  messenger  of  God,  Ihe  apoMles.  the 
blind  man  hicntell)  arc  highly  ii[xculative  (cp.  Kteycnbuhl,  ii.  iisf.)- 

BfATBiil  rji  I'aXiAalai  (ii"l  ii  regarded  by  Furret  M  anolhei  walet-mark 
of  the  second  century,  since  Claudius  Plolemxus  (c.  A.D.   140)  it  the  hiU 


*  Any  one  acquainted  with  the  local  Undscspe,  he  add*,  will  teoognise 
that  the  topographical  details  of  the  following  dear  are  iirikingly  vrrid  and 
encl. 

t  LUcke  lakn  Ihc  hut  three  words  u  •  gloss ;  but  the  pUy  (^Vtf  and  ?iV 
cdrMTaV'rgi)  Is  quiie  chamclerislic  oF  the  aulhor,  and  there  is  no  MS 
eridcnoe  for  theii  omtsuim.  The  ]><x-t  "is  one  of  ihc  few  undltpiiteil  iltet  in 
the  topography  of  Jcttitulem"  (Kii,  TiiU  auJ  T/iIiimuhI,  aijf.,  ptccariouilj 
identifying  Belhesda  and  Siloam). 
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vrrilCT  who  rcclioiu  JuUu  (i.r.  Belhiaida)  (o  Galilee.  But  u  "tlie 
of  Gmlilc«  nn  rigjlit  tound  ihe  Ixke.  and  includid  moM  of  the  IfvfI  coHt>lud 
on  ihe  Ewl "  [G.  A.  Smith,  Niit.  GngnfXy,  p.  458^.  iikI  ■•  the  lallcr  ■■> 
definitely  included  in  Galilee  bjr  a.d.  84,  il  11  nndleu  (>ce  the  proa&  ia  Rii, 
#/.  III.  165  r, )  lo  potli  Iwo  BelhuuilM,  or  to  date  ihe  expreuMO  of  ibe  Foonh 
Hoipcl  Uto  than  ai  lout  the  hut  decade  oT  the  fini  crnlery. 

Onljr  iwo  poinii  of  lopociaphjr  in  the  paBion-namiiTe  pre*ent  *oj 
dJflicuUjr.  (a)  roC  K/J)iur  (thearii^nal  leading  in  iS*)  Is  Ibe  ravine  or  winiR' 
bfooh  dividing  Ceihiemane  and  the  Mouni  of  Ollvei  fmm  the  dCf  proptf. 
The  oiiginal  meaning  of  the  leim  (  =  blaclt.  X"\f)  "uy  have  bcefl  la  the 
wflln'*  mind,  u  well  at  ■  reatlloclinn  of  David'*  lolnat  fion  lh«  tre»d>e»T 
of  Abaalont  (a  S  15").  The  eitrcmcly  difficult  <epL  N«Ml«  In  Ha«iii^  DB. 
■i-  74-75)  exprcMlon  <A]  in  19",  describing  Ihe  tribunal  in  Herod'*  palace  *i 
*tt  upon  a  ipat  called  Miirtfumr."&ppairrlH  Vafl^ati,M  at  leaal  W*  likd)' 
10  be  a  correct  tiait  [10  Keim,  vi.  SjfOi  dciived  eiiher  from  |>ood  tradiUona 
from  penonal  knowledcr,  u  a  mlsunilcistanding  of  tome  notice  abMit  the 
mectlnc- place  of  the  Sanhcdiio  (Brandt,  Sfaag.  Ctrei.  IJ3),  althoifh  Ihe 
lack  of  anx  other  evidence  leaves  iCi  meaning  almoS  bopetealr  6tmetn. 
Beyond  ihc  lenetal  agreement  thai  Gabbatha,  perhap*  a  Gk.  eqa>**letit  fat 
the  Aramaic  iip^  l  =  ridge  or  height),  ta  not  a  Iraaslaiion  ht  TvMtrpvtm 
(moiuc  or  pavement),  but  another  deuriplion  of  Ihe  place  on  shlch  the  p^ 
ttood,  wc  on  hatdly  go.  The  vulant  Kav^a^  (1,  cpL  Burkitt'i  £muig.  dt- 
MrfA.  ii.  151)  and  Diltnan't  {Wtrtt  Jtm,  1.  6,  Eng.  ir.  7)  dtfivatioa  of 
GabbathD  aie  both  set  atidv  by  Wellhauien  (p.  116).  The  atleMpt  tt  HcM|[ 
[ZlfT*.  aiv.  564)  and  lluutraih  to  connect  h.  with  Mk  14"  i*  ftattle ;  Jem 
the  Lamb  of  Uod  is  not  ilajn  by  Tilate.  and  the  lemu  in  ({aeMlan  ate  incon- 
gtiKHU.  The  theory  that  (he  whole  phrsw  i*  an  aitificiit  and  meaAbi(lat 
invention  (M.  A.  Otnney,  Elii.  36]S'j64o)  i*  Incontinent  with  the  fynibelic 
predilections  of  the  writer  (cp,  G.  A.  Smith's  Jents^im,  (I.  575,  aW 
tentatively  refer*  lo  33i  =  to  rake  or  put  to^iber  little  ihinc*— a  powftk 
•ouroe  of  (he  'mouic'  meaning,  which  iUin  un)mltalrii|-ly  adopls)^ 

The  Fourth  gospel  ignores  the  Lucan  iradition  (14*')  Ihal  Um  aMnHioB 
look  place  in  Ihe  vicinity  of  Belhanj',  about  a  mile  and  tfaree^auttn  Qmi 
Jerunlem,  on  the  Mount  of  Olives,  but  (■■"')  aulgitt  Ibe  warwclioa  cl 
Lanrui  to  this  village,  and,  following  Mk.  and  Ml.,  nakcs  Jou*  reatde  ibete 
prior  to  hi*  entry  into  (he  capital  (ii>''|.  Kvcn  were  the  meaning  of  (he 
name  [=icW^Si  houwofatfliciion  ot  misciy?)  plalnei  ihas  it  i*,  there  wonld 
be  no  reason  to  rtgaitl  it  in  ii'*-  a*  an  allegorical  invention  of  the  Fevtfe 
evangeliiL  Comequently,  while  one  or  two  place-na«wa  are  inre^ed  with 
■ymbotic  meaning,  >i  cannot  be  laid  that  topographical  InvettlgBilas  lend* 
any  support  upon  Ihe  whole  to  the  theory  lhai  the  writer  invented  g»o- 
pmphical  allunon*  for  tha  take  of  hi*  own  putpMc*  ot  aiiMook  eulia 
indiiiont. 

$  7.  Struityrt. — Special  literaltire  (in  addition  to  workt  cited 
belov) — ((j)  in  farour  of  literary  reeon»trm.-tion :  Ittirton  {BW., 
1899,  16-41).  Bw-on  {A/T.,  1900,  770-795-  ^^T.  2j»i, 
IvurfA  Gotfti  in  Batarth  and  De^lt,  chs.  xviii.-xix.),  Moffiin 
[H2^.  6*5^-694),  Bnggs  (AVw  I^'^hl  trm  Lift  0/  /etut,  1904, 
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f  140-159),  Wellhauseci'g  Envriimngtn  und  Amdenmgtn  im 
vitrttn  Evglm  (igo?)*  and  Das  Evglm  Jokanms  (190S),  R. 
SchiiU  {ZNW.  I'm.  »43f.),  Schwartz  {'Aporien  itn  vierlen 
Evglm,'  GotL  GtUhrtt  Naehriekltn,  1907,  J41  f.,  1908,  116  f, 
149 f-.  497 f).  Bouss«  {TR.  xii.  i-ii,  39-^4),  F-  J-  Paul  (///.. 
1909,  663-668),  F.  W.  Lewis  {Dharrangements  in  Jvurfi  Gospel, 
1910). 

»{!>)  adverse « Holtzmann  {ZNiV,  iil  50-60)  and  C  R. 
Gregory,  Wtlliiausfn  unJ JahatHts  {\^\q). 

The  further  question  is  whether  all  this  local  knowledge  and 
drcumitantial  detail  of  the  Fourth  gospel  can  suffico  10  prove 
that  the  author  had  been  a  Palestinian  apostle.  The  inference 
is  not  necesurjr.  Uterary  annals  abound  with  cases  of  an 
inu^oative  historical  reconstruction,  where  the  author  is  known 
10  hive  had  no  direct  aciiuaintance  with  the  countries  in  which 
his  wenei  are  laid.  Gil  Bias  de  Santillam,  for  all  iu  muterly 
dditieation  of  Spanish  manner;,  was  composed  by  a  man  who 

thad  never  been  in  Spain.  And  Shakespeare  was  tike  Lc  Sage 
in  this.  Hb  Italian  plays  rcvcat  a  wonderfully  wide  and 
intimate  acquaintance  with  Italy,  which  was  due,  not  to  local 
knowledge,  but  to  "  the  power  to  grasp  some  trifling  indication, 
some  fugitive  hint,  and  from  it  to  reconstruct  a  whole  scheme 
of  things  which  shall,  in  all  exscntials,  corre-spond  to  fact"  t 
Bcsideii  circuni.stantial  detail  is  not  an  infallible  note  of 
histoncal  veracity,  as  Defoe  alone  is  enough  to  prove.  Geo- 
graphical precision  is  often  accompanied  by  a  varying  level  of 
bbtorical  accuracy,  and  minute  touches  are  as  likely  to  prove  a 
later  age  as  a  contemporary  witness  (sec  above,  p.  j8o).  The 
'Johannine'  deviations  from  the  synoptic  traditions  arc  to  be 
refcned  partly  to  the  freedom  of  the  writer's  imagination,  working 
under  the  influence  of  certain  religious  preconceptions,  and 
partly — when  they  are  acc\irate — to  an  independent  historical 
Mtditton  mediated  orally  or  in  writing.  But,  is  the  latter 
hypothesis  tenable?  In  answering  this  question,  wc  premise 
that  the  gospd  cannot  any  longer  be  assumed  by  the  literary 
critic  to  be  a  i«amleas  robe.  Two  acts  of  theoties  prcvaU  upon 
itt  structure :  {a)  ibc  parti  lion- theories,  which  disentangle  a  more 
or   less  genuine  Crundsclirilt   from   tlie   subsequent   editoriai 

*  Mitnr  Tcvicwi  of  Ihh  (Mniplilcl  by  Comcn  {ZJVII'.  vlli.  115-14)) 
and  MoflkU  [Exf.^.  igaj,  56-69). 

t  H.  F.  Bfovn,  Sotditi  M  ntutian  Hitlary  (1907),  ii.  pp.  Ijgf. 
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idditions,  apostolic  (to  especiatljr  Wcndt  and  Spltta)  or  not 
(Wellhauscn) ;  and  (*)  ihe  revision- theories  wliich  explain  ihc 
phenomena  of  the  oinonic&l  gospel  hy  positing  on  editor  who 
h«a  not  only  in  the  appendix  but  elsewhere  recast  the  gospel 
for  purposes  which  originally  it  was  not  meant  to  serve  (so 
variously  Krcyenbiihl,  Hamack,  Bousset,  Heiuniiller,  Volter, 
Schwartt,  Bauon).  Either  set  of  theories  may  be  combined  with 
the  further  hypothesis  (r)  of  dislocations  in  the  text,  which  arc  not 
always  to  be  accounted  for  on  the  score  of  the  writer's  preference 
for  association  of  ideas  rather  than  chronological  seqitence. 

The  besetting  danger  of  such  hypotheses  is  their  tendency  to 
assume  a  lo){ica1  or  chionotogical  sequence  in  t)ie  gOKpel,  which 
may  not  have  been  present  to  the  author's  mind,  ar>d  especially 
to  harmonise  the  relative  sections  with  the  synoptic  order.  On 
the  other  hand,  it  is  equally  illegitimate  to  attribute  a  schematism 
to  the  gospel  which  would  rule  out  at  all  costs  any  application 
of  the  transposition- theory.  The  author  certainly  had  a 
pragmatism  of  his  own,  which  often  admits  of  urtevennesses  * 
in  order  to  gain  its  end ;  he  thought  more  of  the  religious  ideas 
than  of  the  hiitoiiuil  netting  which  he  could  provide  for  them, 
and  bis  adjusimcnt  of  the  latter  between  Judca  and  Galilee  wu 
partly  controlled  by  the  need  of  adhering  in  some  degree  to  the 
synoptic  outline ;  chronological  affinities  are  repeatedly  sacrificed 
to  the  needs  of  dialectic,  and  the  opponents  of  Jesus  form  a 
unity  rather  than  any  series  of  different  peoj)le  in  GaUlce  and 
Judea.  But  these  considerations  only  s\^gest  that  most  of  the 
transpositions  and  interpolations  arc  more  probably  due  to  copyists 
and  later  editors  than  to  the  author  himself. 

(a)  Th«  >tten>pi«  lu  t«9rr*ti|;c  ih«  pKiloi;uc  tt*n  inkinl)>  fana  (b* 
pjkccnthelic^  v.",  which  bmlu  die  sequence  of  >*  knd  " :  if  »t>y  chmge  U  M 
be  nuulc,  th«  i«nc  lin  liclter  a/te>  '*  (lo,  Miiklind,  Gakhayien,  and  RktchU 
SA'.,  1875,  iJdt..  whii  canjeclum  the  oriipn*)  ordtf  fai  hare  btcn 
,i*».i».«-i.i*.i».«.ii)  ihin  ,fte,  ■  tl'*»-»»-»-»^**»  «o  Wigennuaa  In 
/oAri.  filr  lUutiihi  TitfSegir,  1S75,  441 1).  I**'  *n*l  *  sn  Ihu*  cdilotisl 
■ddi(iona(w,  (^.,  Wmdi  and  lUoon,  AwrTi  CnftJ,  477  f-)  t  the  UUer  <r«n* 
it  jirubalily  a  mafginil  eloBst  (Wicd  pq  l"),  tncoipocaWd  in  ocdet  to 
cmphaHSe  John's  wilncu  to  Ihc  Logos  [as  to  the  Light,  1"'). 

*  Cp.  Gregory,  tf.  til.  Jo, "  Mir  Ul  »  dutchaui  nictit  auRalkm)  daa  AUn 
nkht  vdDig  klai  lit.  Kein  I.llctukiiifkcr  Lann  die  fcine  Arbck  ctaMs 
Saintc-  B«av«  Im  NT  uichen." 

t  Hue  a*  throuKhouI  the  c"*pc'  It  M  a  quection  wlKthe)  sadi  appaitM 
dUplaceineDU  ut  iiiltipuUliona  uc  due  to  the  aocldcnlal  duBiriDfcnirai  ol 
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(f)  A  minor  cue  of  ininpoltiiot  hu  been  aim  round  in  jf.  where  i( 
0larM  ■•■  (omilted  in  ihe  Lot  tnt  of  v.*)  »  laken  bf  KTOnl  tcholan. 
hon  Dhffltnbuh*  (In  Bcttholili'i  AVtV.  ytwni.  v.  t-t6)  la  van  Mtncn 
(7T.,  tSgi.  pp.  189  f.  "Ilel  Misrentind  in  hel  vierde  Evingelie').  Wendl, 
KinopphMiif  i/rytutmi^  Ttiliiat  Cri/iiim  vn Si'xriii  1/ XT,  1904,  I5f.). 
K.  Andrncn  (/dleoi  im  tmir  jtmualriuStti  WUll-Ktligitn.  1904,  pp.  324 T.), 
TalMo7,  Welltuiucn,  and  other*,  (o  be  a  catholidnng  addition  ot  inleiprc- 
Uiive  [loM.  The  vatwtitt  oF  the  Syriac  *er*ioni  (cp.  Burkiil,  Bvang.  da- 
Mifk.  ii,  Joi^r.)  aie  rtplicable  if  uich  ui  abbrcvUled  tcil  U  auumed  lo  have 
lUKleilaiD  them.  In  any  tax,  the  reference  i«  to  the  Chriitian  ncrsmcDt  of 
htptiim,  uinj**-,  not  loJohii'ib«pliMn[UM«i,  SK.,  1890,  S17f-)-t 

[<-|  4'  /utA  if  ti.\  tit  iiiiJpai  fl^XDir  tiiiSir  lit  rV  raXiXalor,     **  «Mi 

etr  4\tf<r  titi  rlr>  TaXiXalo',  Utiarre  nirbt  al  r>XiXaiai,  rdmi  IvfaxiTit 
1  ^aliT'"'  /*  'I'pmdXi^mok  Ir  ri  Joirri'  nal  a^rsl  yifi  li\0«*  tt(  Ti|r  Jspn)'. 
**  ^Xf"  olV  »4>uii  (ii  rljr  Kard  r^  roXiXaloJ,  Srav  trelv'  Ti  ttup  lirvr, 
AAet  th«  Samaiiliin  inteclude,  1.*  pick]  up  the  Ihtcwi  of  *.*  (i^Hnr  Hjr 
'tsijoiaf  (oi  dvqX^ir  riXv  tJ<  rj)>  I'sXiXainr),  liul  tli«  tynnplic  mnletUI  U 
broken  up  u  welt  as  tciet.  The  writer  metvci  the  xynoS'ilEue  <|imlion, 
/i  (M/  liii  fit  mt  tf  Jenpht  till  6**,  |pvin(;  it  ■  Kiepiicnl  turn  and 
baBAfcrrinj^  it  fiom  the  dilienii  of  Nuateth  to  the  Jewi  o(  Kaphamautn.  Ho 
•ko  tnakea  the  companion  pravcib  apply  not  to  a  town  but  to  ■  countiy-'for 
vttr^i  in  v."  {as  it  iiandi)  cannot  denote  Naaiclh,  much  lesi  Jenualein. 
Bm  ia  ttiia  country  Galilee  or  Judea?  The  (bitowlne  moidt  («em  to  indicate 
■be  iMtcf  upon  the  whole,  for  the  cipluiailont  of  var^r  u  GBlilee  are  more 
infcnions  than  conviiiriti[;.  But  then  the  Kourth  goipel  auumn  the  Galilean 
origin  of  J*tu»  (a"''  7""").  and  Jndea  could  hatdiy  be  called  the  voiyli  <& 
Jeant  bccaiue  ii  wu  the  nr^\  of  (he  piophets  in  genual,  01  becaiue  it 
iiKJiMt*^  Bethlehem  (which  the  Fourth  goapel  ignora  <u  the  birthplace  of 
J«B»).  The  qtication  thut  ariict,  dot*  v.**  Hand  ia  iu  pr^>eT  place  ?  It  ii 
Ml  enough  (with  Wellhouien)  to  ditmiu  it  bb  an  iuenlon,  without  accouMlni; 
fef  ib  praeni  putiiion,  and  if  Ihe  exegciical  diffinltiei  driic  0*  to 
the  tifpotheti*  of  a  gluu,  it  it  better  to  conjeetuie  tome  nii&plac«nienl  in 
the  Icn,  utd  lo  put  the  i-cfx  cither  after  **  (to  Blau,  changing  -^t  to  U) 
Ml  beltct,  after  "  (m  Ciamer,  and  KoniiKke.  SmttUafuntM  (»  SuOm  Jet 
/fT,  190S,  pp-  lo-ii).  In  the  latter  case,  rar^i  hat  lla  (ynoptie  mbn  of 
"■•Ifvc  place."  and  eiplninswhy  (in  the  Kheme  of  the  Fooilh  goipel)  Cana 
wu  prelerred  to  Kaiaicth. 
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leaves  in  Ihe  original,  or  to  editorial  teriiion.  Some  buUnoes  merest 
•ocidcMi  elhtn  a  tcribt'i  error,  olhen  again  ■  mote  eonscioiu  purpOM  (tot 
•bo<r«.  p.  39)- 

*  lie  Boticipalei  Ktejrcnbuhl  in  reigardinK  17*°  ni  another  gloas, 
tBacon(^ow^i  Gfi/f/,  SlSf)  Ihinkt  Talinn  I<m  preserved  the  Original 
ordtf  by  placllV  3*^  after  7".  Like  UilR  and  Welllmuien,  he  reciii^nliei 
lbeabruplDeMo(l*^aficr  a'",  but  the  traiupoiiiioolH), /.f..  Lewi>)o(j'** 
10  iti  original  ponlion  alWt  >**  probablf  tolvet  moti  of  the  difficulliai  (cp. 
'■/■  «*  =  3"  »'-*  =  3",  »"  =  3"l  and  ititates  the  original  cmacOim  between 
3«*ai.d  j»--(«p.  t^.  3"=3».i*"=3*,  3"-3*J- 
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(ifl  Anticlpiiicd  by  •  rounecnib-trnluij  wriler,  I.udalptiin  4c  SMcnnU,* 
J.  r,  Nom»(/DWii.  Piib/.,  iS7r.  107-111),  Lfwii,  uid  Button  (nn^MMe{ 
•nd6,  the  hitci  bclnu  flikc  si)a  C«tllMn  epi*od«  which  ww added  kAcrtbc 
KMpd  hod  been  finUhed.  uid  placed  too  lUe.  T>>e  oanawlloB  of  4**Mtd6>li 
ontunl]'  Bood.  while  7'  echoa  j**  and  7'**  (when  j**-**  i*  restored  to  ha 
orfgtiMl  pMillnn  nftcr  $"].  Bcckei  l-^A".,  1889,  tl7-r40]  holib  Ihtf  Ifat 
epuodicai  chapiefi  5,  7,  and  t  j-16  were  addol  lo  the  e°>tie1  by  (be  anthar, 
•Iter  hi  hail  finjihcd  hit  litit  diaft  of  the  work,  while  Button  put*  t"***  aTwi 
7",  S"-**  nftct  Id"  (■  (.prcially  gnod  Miline,  ilnfe  8"  pmappiKw,  Ml  Ike 
audience  of  7",  but  one  like  IhM  of  10"^.  while  8"  followt  j*^  Twy  apitrL 
nnd  to'''*aft«  lo*  (which  abo  bringi  10"*  Dwcet  to  9"  and  give*  a  beltet 
ojirntni;  tot  lo"-). 

(;)  Varioui  altcmpU  have  been  made  lo  bfcak  op  Ihc  tipt^<b  In  & 
Ekside*  Ihoae  of  Wendi.  Wellhaiuen,  and  Spilta  (tAv.  i.  ai6-ut  :  tf^^  a 
eucharlitic  addiiinn),  which  are  improbtble  (rp.  Sdimiedel,  Sffi.  asijt, 
and  KieyenbUhl.  ii.  34r-)>  Chasland  (Z'l^Jm /mw  tt  It  ftMHimt  tfUmgiU, 
pp.  141  f. )  diHiinpjiihn  ■  iperch  in  Ihc  lynAgogue  (6****  ""*■  "^J  Inmt  eo* 
by  Ihe  iieaildft  (fi*"'  "•■  "■*»■  «■").  The  une«p««ed  ft  •n«WV»  0*  ^, 
coming  «ftcr  fi*.  nnd  6*  ftfict  6",  inEC'^i  "  conilniion  of  iwo  IradltlAat.  Thu 
is,  at  any  rale,  bcltFr  than  lo  rei^aid  6'"*  u  an  inlerpotuion  {*o  SchweltuT. 
Dot  £1:  Jehtniri,  1841,  pp.  80  f.)- 

(/)  One  of  Ihe  cleareit  in«lance>  of  mitplaccment  l»  the  rcmonl  of  7** 
from  ita  ori|;inal  posillon  after  5"  (Beitlini;,  SK.,  iKSo,  ]$■  (.,  uaoon- 
Tincinely  t  put*  7"^**  befnrc  s")  i  id  ihemM— failb  in  ChriN'a  le«ch>iie,  hb 
auihorily  and  lelailon  lo  Moaei.  hli  healing  on  the  Sabhath — III  f«  clotely 
lo  the  argumenl  of  5  {cp,  J*  "  =  7".  S**  =  7".  S'*  =  T'*.  S*"'  =  7*'.S'*^  =  7**, 
i^s?"),  Thia  hypothec*  (Wendt.  J.  Wriw:  TLZ..  i«9j.  597,  Bimon, 
Hlau,  Spitta.  MofTait,  F.  J.  Paul)  rurthet  learn  the  orie'iMl  oourw  of  71' 
Knd  t"*-  open  i  Jsui  enieia  the  lecnple  and  leachct  In  publk,  which  irti 
•ome  of  the  Jcrutalemitet  talking,  nM  upon  ihe  iiibject  of  7**"**,  but  on  Mi 
npenneu  (7")  and  unhindered  action.  %Mielhcr  ihe  dbptwenxat  waaud- 
denul,  ot  part  of  ■  tedadoi'i  work,  the  caie  for  the  rewonuion  of  7***  to 
ita  original  ailc  ii  citTcmely  iiinng.  Thui — lo  quote  only  one  or  two  Iimm 
of  proof— the  qucilion  of  7'  becoroa  pointtesa  if  Je«u*  bad  jiMt  ipoken  J*", 
■nd  ^^^  cwjutrea  a  much  cloier  connection  with  s""  'h»n  the  tndilional 
anangcment  provide! ;  the  munleraut  attitude  of  the  crowd  (7'*^cofur»ilicu 
7'*  bai  b  orpnie  lo  the  dtttttlon  crested  in  5»-**.  The  quMtion  of  Ihc 
Sabbaih  ii  certainly  dropped  at  ;"  (Schmiedel,  SB/.  1519),  bat  li  \mS» 
naturally  to  Ihe  queation  of  Moan,  and  by  ai  aattual  a  trandilnn  (In  Ihc 
Johannine  dialectic)  lo  the  orteinal  topic  tn  ditpuie  (7").  Tht  repUcemcM 
of  ibe  pwaige  in  iu  proper  letting  clean  up  tot*e  of  the  arpimenti  wUdi 
WellhaoMn  (p.  y})X  raian  againil  its  unilj :  olhcn  (,:g.  M  'InAalai,  7*^ 
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■  Bacon  [Ftttrth  GesftI,  505)  plau.i^1y  niegests  Ibal  Lodolphiia  «■* 
inftumord  by  ihe  Tolianic  Diainimrtn  whirh  "  diculated  in  an  ancient  TG^ 
German  and  Latin  l'iliti|{i]*l  ttanilaiian  at  eail]'  ai  Ihe  ninth  eentury." 

t  Cp.  Wain  in  SK.  (i8Si|  \\<i-\ta. 

X  He  admiii,  howe\Yt,  the  identity  c>f  lituillun  umI  theme  in  $  and  7-4. 
"  UtM  daa  bloM  auf  Otcltani  de*  SchriftuclUn  btnhe,  daa  ilieau  m  dU 


4 


I 


I 


LITERARY  STRUCTURB 


m 


hii  t  tx^n.  7*^)  Me  nol  kiIoiu  (ep.  6^  *"-  tnd  6**'-].  It  wu  pcthipi  (he 
kUiuiotuin  y  and  7*  which  led  an  tmily  cop^ut  to  miitake  thii  liu  for  th« 
(rut  one.  [>liplncfnicnt  U,  Bt  any  rate,  prrferihle  (o  1h(  iil««  Uiil  *.** 
(SdiolMn),  ot  TT.'=-*  ( Bacon),  or  '■**  IWellhauten),  an  edilonal  addllioiu. 

if)  The  perioopf  ailulunc  {7*'-lt")i  though  occasionally  defmited  by 
critiaof  appa*!lc  tchooti  («^.  Bureon  and  Millrr,  Caatft  tf  Carrufiian  m 
ttt  7V»t.  TttlaJ Ikt  Ihly  Gaifili.  1G96.  131  f.  ;  A.  SyA\.  Dt  amIhtHHa  tui 
1  .  .  diatrlalit  (rilwa  [Wanaw,  1905I,  Bretuhnfidor,  Thoma,  Jacabtcn, 
•nd  Kicyentmhl,  li.  i6if.)  u  an  inlett'al  pan  of  Ihe  ([ocpel,  belrayt  hy  iia 
•■■•Johanninc  tone  and  siylc  an  outiidc  origin,  diher  in  the  Kotpcl  of  lh« 
MebtDwi*  (Bleck,  I^ndcrer),  ot  in  the  gospel  uf  Pclcr  (Vulkmai,  cp. 
Hatnack  In  TU.  xlji.  l.  Sof.),  the  Atanuiic  original  of  MBtlhew  (Rctrh, 
AgrafJka,  ]6  f. ,  Paulimismia,  4iq  f. ).  the  original  lynoptic  U&dilion 
( Holcunann).  cii,  aa  moit  critic*  are  content  to  inMpns,  (ho  oollecled 
cnatcnak  of  I'apiu  {i.t.  the  Iradition*  of  John  the  ptethjlcl].  The  icilual 
etidence  11  concluilvr  (cp.  Watcoll,  ii.  jVof.  t  Gtegocjr'*  Coumn  aiti  Till, 
JW.  SU'-i  "d  Znhn-i  /NT.  Hi.  itfil).  A  numbt*  of  MSS  rtad  It  here. 
Ki  eulf  ax  Jetome'i  day,  —whicli  in  any  ca«c  b  an  inipouihic  poiiiion, — hut 
Ibe  najoiiiy  of  MSS  and  veniona  Ignored  it.  The  Internal  ciidenee  ptnnli 
lOB  loutoc  nearer  the  k^'nnptic  Iradllloni.  and  to  a  ille  for  the  slnry  (whkh  ll 
andoobtedly  aathenticti  during  the  Uil  day*  of  Jeiut  In  Jetualetn.  It* 
ori^al  podtion  may  have  bern  homowliere  between  Mk  12"  and  if  (O. 
HolBniaiui,  peth.  befoie  12',  cp.  tr  rif  hpy  with  (Ji  ri  Ufi6r,  Jn  8* ;  Kdm, 
V.  165 f.  !  Wittiehen./ZT.,  1S81,  j66r.  1  and  H it lig,  between  l»"and  II"), 
oc  (the  Femi  croup)  after  Lk  ii  (to  Rloit :  ^.  at.  155 1.,  tkicon,  Westcoll. 
Haniaek,  SBBA.,  1904,  1931  cp-  8'aLlc  ]i"),  if  nol  between  Lk  so" 
■ad  ao^  (Hulumann,  TLZ.,  1898-  SJ^^)-  Whether  the  toil  ual  form  in  D 
i« oricliMl  (cp.  von  Soden't  St^ti/Ut  tUi  //T.  i.  48&-5K4  i  ZNt*'.,  1907. 
1 10-114)  ot  "^  tLieumann,  ZNIV.,  1907,  34-37),  ihe  synoptic  colour  of  the 
paiaagc  point!  lo  nmc  audi  locut  rather  than  any  potilion.  i.f.,  after  7"  or  7** 
\m  (om*  later  MSS),  oc  between  $  and  6  (Kendcl  llarrlt,  AVw  TaUmenf 
jtmtffMfii*,  pp.  tot.).  If  it  was  insetted  aner  7"  in  order  to  fill  up  a 
vaonl  place  originally  oonipied  by  annllier  atory  (Hauuath,  Spina,  Vrt.  i, 
■9*f-),  <ht  early  uDdal*  betray  as  tilde  knowledge  of  either  perieopt  as  the 
venloni.     The  probability  ii  that  thii  floating  pi^ige  of  primitive  traditlnn 


Leacr  seines  Buebei  denke.  far  die  du  Kap,  5  wenige  Selten  vothet  itand, 
nklit  aber  an  die  Hntei  dcr  Rede,  die  dutch  andcillulb  Jahie  von  dem  in 
Kap.  5  Ce«hehcnen  gctcennt  waren,  ist  cine  •citweifellc  Aiiikunft,  wclche 
die  RacktUndigkcii  der  moderncn  iheologiscbcn  Eicgete  kcnniciehnel." 

*  In  which,  acc[)rdin|>  l»  ICuui^iiit  i//.  E.  iii.  J9.  18).  Ihere  was  a  tvra^a 
w^fi  irtrauh  tri  «sU>rt  d^sfrlaii  Jia/tXqMiitfirl  /ri  ttv  ivplau  iiieludeil  in 
Ibe  book  of  Papina.  Il  It  uncertain,  however,  vhetbcr  this  Impit  refen 
10  Lk  7*^  or  lo  Jn  7"-8". 

t  Hat^ry  (A'.fl,  1901,  1.14-157)  objecis  10  a  tack  of  Ihe  cralittide  and 

■Section  which  fallen  women  in  the  synoptic  tradition  show  iu  Jesus,  and 

ar^n  tl>ai  the  writing  on   ilic  diitt   (cp.   Jei    17")   was  to  condemn  the 

Hhuitcet  a*  faiUe  witnesses.     But  there  ate  only  ijuaai-mtOD*  for  suppcaing 

■  that  she  ww  anotbtc  Susanna  (ep.  8"  and  Hetm.  Muadl  ir.  t.  4). 
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(cp.  BurVill'*  7Vo  Lertum  an  tie  G«!piU.  8:  f. ;  C  T^j-lot  vaJTS.  i».  IVf 
IJO,  and  VVciu  In  /.Wl.,  190J.  141-1)8)  driftol  n  ■  nuii-ina)  mAe  tnio 
tome  MSS  of  John  11  ihli  pinni  (pcihapi  u  an  lUiutntion  ol  7**  at  S"),  anil 
Giulljr  wat  actllcil  10  ihe  icu  during  the  Ihiid  01  (h«  fourth  century.  Kit  «m 
•I  onetime  wiiitcn  fm  ihctc  i«  wme  Icitual  evidence  to  btliev*  thsl  it  wu)al 
the  end  d  ihe  gotpe1>cani>n,  it  vould  be  nittunl  to  £nd  a  place  for  it 
•nmcwhrrc  id  ihe  Kourth  goipel ;  but  Chit  could  not  have  bwn  i(i  earl/  of 
original  poiition  (cp.  [j^isy,  $41). 

(A)  to*"',  which  interrupt*  io>'*'  and  to**^,  may  h**e  ori^nallf  lab 
bdbn  S'*  [cp.  y/lS'.  ii.  1J7-I40},  or  (Bicon,  Fmrth  GMftt,  49]r.)  tn^ 
luive  been  added,  editorially,  alonj;  with  j'*'*  to  &1|  np  ibe  £*•  fasftl 
trvelationiorjaui|cp.  Wellhauicn,  49"So). 

(0  The  I tadiilonal  position  or  i>**^i>  iiolaled.  TbcttuianawkwmrdMM 
in  **  coming  after  '"■  (the  cry  duct  not  »ull  Ihe  wCMcy),  and  (nikcd  alter 
""■.  When  the  pauage  ii  rewoied  (cp.  Wendt,  Moffali't  //AT.  691)  ¥> 
whni  may  be  conjectured  to  hare  been  its  original  uie  between  *^  aad  "^i 
the  Idcu  of  ti|{hl  and  tiiih  (which  ii  ii  far-feiched  10  view  ai  a  rvcaplt*- 
laiion  of  8"  etc  I  an  carried  on  without  any  intoiuption,  and  Cluitt'i 
palilic  uilerancrs  receive  ■  lonoroui  climaK.  Earlier  in  th«  chapter. 
Ij"*  (a  Jrihannlne  reproduction  of  Lit  M*")  hai  been  plaoed  afie*  II" 
by  Friet  {Z-NiV.,  1900,  yxi)\  but  thii  breaks  the  ■ytnmeuy  of  the  UlUf 
pauage. 

(/)  The  hypotlirni  that  chs.  15-16  rcpietenl  a  laief  addition,  eliha 
hf  the  author  htnuelf  (Becket,  5A'.,  1889,  ijx  f. ;  LaUey,  £■/.',  May  1906, 
433-434)  or  by  a  redactor  (>o,  for  15-17,  Wellhauscn,  HeitmUller).  allow* 
14"  10  tie  in  it*  original  conneclion  with  16'  {ch.  17  bdng  Kpnken  by  J««u 
Handins  in  the  atiliudc  of  prayer  before  leaving  the  roomi  The  d^  in 
(iivour  of  anoihet  author  are  hudly  adequate,  however  (qi.  C'oineo,  ZNW., 
1907.  pp.  IjS  f.,  and  MoHbil,  Exp.'',  July  1907,  6]  f.),  except  on  the  a- 
ttemely  [vecarioui  hypoilictlt  that  the  Bo<pet  aa  a  whole  underwent  a  pfoOBM 
of  aecKiion  which  wai  brgcly  due  to  theological  lendcnciet.  TottrikecnC 
iytlptatt,  iyiaii^r  IrrtvSir  (Coi»eii)  U  to  cut  (he  Gcedlan  knot,  and  the  only 
alLcmatiTe  ii  10  follow  the  internal  eildence,  which  points  to  (he  eondiuion 
that,  by  )oinc  diilocation,  14  hu  been  diiplaced  from  its  oricinaJ  poniiion 
innieduicly  btfme  17.  The  canonic^  attaneeineni  leavei  (Ome  awkward 
•equenoe*,  <^.  m  ihe  fact  of  a  lon([  diKnuric  (oUowing  14*  {kirtafttr  /  wtH 
mat  uUt  mmth  tniti  fou],*  the  contradiction  between  16*  and  ij"  or  I4" 
(when  the  latter  ate  put  earlier),  and  Ihe  incongruity  of  t6"'-  after  deelara- 
tiuiu  like  13*  u"  etc  The  climax  and  final  tone  of  14"  [Ari't,  Ut  m  t* 
lumt)  has  alvayf  been  fell  10  be  Mrange,  In  view  of  the  uimpcctc<l  acfueoot 
of  15-16  and  t7  I  and  though  more  or  leu  (otcod  payehoJogieal  eiplanatloos 
WM  pOMJhIe,  It  I*  a  fair  hypolliciiis  to  rcgutd  this  parallel  to  Mk  14*  ■■ 
Indicating  tome  break  or  (to  use  geological  language)  tume  fault  in  the  ilnla 
of  the  litciaiy  record.  Three  ihrories  of  the  place  origiaally  oc«U|Hed  by 
15-16  haie  been  auEg^tedi  either  (1.)  va  tct  Ibcm  between  tj"  and  ij" 
(Wcndl,  F.  J.  Paul),  ot(iL)  to  interpolate  them  between  I^mkI  la^tKacon, 


*  tn  the  (uh*e<iunil    nairativa  only    two   Wc<  KOidi  (iS'*    ij^  bk 
addiesocd  to  di«cipt«i. 
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JBI.„  1894.  pp.  64-7^).*  (»  (lii.)  to  iMIor*  (h«ra  lo  lh«i>  orisinal  position 
between  i3"»  «ni1  i3""'  (Spltu,  Ut,  i.  pp.  lAS-igj  i  Moibit,  HNT.  jii  f., 
691  f-V  (i.)  inieiiuptt  ihe  «vidcni  Kqacnce  of  13P  and  i]**,  anil  rrducn 
l^^and  I  J?*""  to  Ihe  level  of  Dictc  cpiaoJn  heln«en  I4>~*uid  Ifi"-",  (IL) 
•1*0  h&t  the  (liawliacli  of  bf<Akln](  the  cimncc lion  Ixiwevn  Ij''"  anit  l]"'*, 
(ill.)  b,  of  all  ihe  variants  of  this  hypotheiii,  ihc  nuxt  atinuiivc  and  in- 
lelli|[it>lc.  After  Ihe  withdrawal  uf  Ju(li>,  Jestu,  in  view  of  the  wine  at 
uUe  (Mk  14",  U  m",  DkI.  9*),  uiiw  (he  parahle  of  the  Vine  ds") 
baEinninjE  with  a  ipecial  and  warning  alluiion  <o  the  recent  aposiaiy  of  hit 
friend  (an  snfruitful  branch,  15*=  I J^",  15*=!]''),  and  urging  bnilherlr 
lui<  a»  the   liand  of  life  (15"''  carrying  on   t}'"' ;    cp.  alio  ij'°*"  rchonl 


in  is",  Ij'' 


in  I  J* 


,  and   13"  ID  !;■).    The  eonneciion  of 


\ 
I 


thought  between  13'^  and  15  i;idwi  in  fact  more  «ivii1  u  the  two  patuges 
MC  trt  in  juxiapuution ;  thus  Ihe  love  of  Ihe  disciplet  meruit  to  jetui 
(is"*')  the  hatred  shown  Ihem  by  Ihe  outaide  world,  whote  persecution 
forma  Ihc  next  topic  (I5"'t6*).  )iawini;  over  inio  Ihe  compenntioDS  for 
the  bodily  abience  of  Jciiu  from  hii  aSicled  follower*  (l6'-t6").  This 
aucam  of  counsel  and  warning  clu»e)  wjlh  a  wnid  uf  ttiumph,  (16**=  tj*"''"), 
whkh  rum  OT)!  into  a  renewed  appcul  fur  iiiulual  li^vt  among  ihe  disciples. 
Then  follow*  Peter"*  pioiesi  (ij**),  oacily  as  in  the  lynopiie  ttadiiion 
(Ml  26"'*),  after  Chiisl'i  mniiinriil  anlicipnlion  (iC**).  The  linal  discoune 
ofuendsin  the  prayer  of  17  (cp.  I4"=i7'.  I4"=(7»'-,  n^sij*).  In  the 
•oktnn  pauie  before  the  eiil — a  pause  loo  shod  for  *uch  a  diKouiM  at  iliat 
of  15  and  16— J«nu  nitcia  thin  sublime  ihapv>dy  of  faiih,  and  then  (IS')  Icadi 
the  disciple*  nut  10  face  the  end.  Nole  (hal  on  (hi*  rearRtiiuemcnt  13***  ia 
DOl  further  from  ij"  "  'hm  on  the  tradicionni,  IhW  I4"'  "  echoei  13"*, 
Bitd  that  14"  b  more  natural  after  16"  (wime  the  tame  ttaleraeol,  made  fee 
the  Snl  time,  tuuie*  wonder]. 

(1)  The  dilhcultie*  of  iS'**  require  lome  hypnlhetU  of  traiupDrillon  «r 
dUooiion.  (a)  The  order  of  Syr"  ("  »»■  '♦■"■  "• »  »■»■  ■^").  UDlen  il  wa* 
due  10  early  bumciiiiiing  tcndrodca,|  yields  ■  coherent  outline  (to,  t^.,  Mn, 
A.  S.  I-ewi«,  ET.  xii.  518-519,  and  Oltl  Sj/riat  Gtl^lt,  1910,  p.  xxiii ; 
Blaia,  nUJalegy  uf  Gmptlt,  J7  f. :  Loiiy,  £thdet  SMifUfi,  143  f.  ;  Catroel, 
4aoLKihoDKh  the •rpariiKin  of  "and  ■<  h  unlikely,  {i)  Spitta'i  propoud 
il/r*.  I.  15&-16S)  is  '*  '»"■  "-'•■  •^■.  v.*^  being  a  eopyUi'*  repeiliion  of  •» 
Bv  Ihe  take  of  the  nanaiiic.  This,  howerer.  stitl  ini*olves  among  other  ihinj;s 
the  awkward  upartlion  of  «  and  ",  and.  iinleu  we  read  (0  "•"■  >*■  '•"■ »» 
(with  J.  N.  Farquhar,  ST.  ri.  jS4-*88).  the  aliemalive  it  [rf)  ■*■"■  ■•■»*  "■»■ 

>»■"•  (C.  G  riDdiar.  at:  «.  33s  f..  47«  f ;  moi^h.  //yr.  srf  f.,  693), 

which  ilnlgbtena  out  the  naitalivo,  r«iuiret  liiile  leilual  change,  and  arose 
from  quite  a  credible  slip  on  Ihe  part  of  ■  <Bpyia,  who  passed  from  "  to  ■■ 
in  the  eaemplar  and  only  ditcovered  his  miilake  in  lime  to  insert  '****  after 


*  I^**  beinc  alio  restored  to  Ihor  original  potilinn  after  tff":  The 
KvUioaiiU  prefer  to  omit  t3*»^lCor«cn)ot  i3»**(Wellhaui«i,  Hritmullei), 
to  which  Schwani  addt  ij"'",  Wcllhauten  13"". 

t  It  it  doubtful  whether  Tm  inn  lan  lie  cited  in  favour  of  ihii  coder  ;  cpL 
lljeli'*  Dii  grritikt  SvmifilmietibtrnUiiMg  u.  TalioH'i  ViatiiMttn,  1901, 
pp.  laSL 
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"iCftldAigiiplhelMt  worStot'*  Jnonler  loektetheiMiuilkmiii  ^'indlha 
Mociw  ihc  ihiead  of  Ihc  lumltvr.  On  Ihii  tntnn^mcoi  iIk  fTw  o(*gea 
B aUUiwioiy  lubjccl,  ihr  hiuh  pi'xeM  i»  KiUphai  (m  1 1*"),  aad  the  dbp 
of  Jam  la  Ihe  Uilcr  ceud  to  be  puipoulcu,  u  it  is  in  lh«  U«dilio«Ml  i 
The  iliuhlnl  chini'':  woiilij  be  to  liikt  "urn  pirenllinii  n  inter 
KRi&ik  (to  from  l^tumiu  to  RdettiheLni).  Olherwbe  i(  <>%hi  b«  placid 
kriet"(w  fram  Cyril  of  Aluandria  to  Luibei}o(  **(Stmiu»).  WeUkMien 
Omilt  it  ttllh  iri  TtB  Kaia^S  |>),  ;iii(l  vpvrpr  and  J^ifpth  Aw  rt<  Msvrtt 
iKiUev  <"J,  believinfi  wiih  Schwarii  (addins  *^)  uid  Bouwet,  lh>(  ilit 
Kfeieiicn  to  Kaiaphai  are  interpolated  (g/iei  Mt  16*'"))  Baoon  (AMrrt 
<^/^.  485  (.)  omiiA  "«">'"  *n<j  ■**'  u  ioleipalaled  by  u  edilot,  bwl  Ui 
thesi  that  the  TBtianic  order  icAecti  llie  order  In  ihe  orttlatl  of  iW 
Fourth  Gmpel  [»e  A/T.  iv.  77<^795).  implies  (a)  ihu  th«  Ditleiauia 
folium  the  chiunolii£ic>l  outline  of  tlie  Fourth  eitpel— which  a  no!  the  cue, 
•X  Ihe  feult,  t-f.,  are  rcunnsed  (cp.  the  eKcelleat  lUleinent  b;  HobM«i  I* 
Tit  Pia/iisarmt  ef  Talism  and  lAt  SymepHi  fntltm,  pp.  Jj  t  )~«od  (I)  IhU 
Itw  Tatlanle  otdei  of  the  juhnnnini  matcrUI  It  free  from  the  ■brnptnts 
oeeationally  evident  in  the  omonical  text— which,  tsun,  ii  noi  the  cur. 
since  4*"' form  >  but  ■  poor  bridge  bet  ween  5"  and  7',  irhilt,  1^.,  S"  b  hfttdl}! 
a  nuuial  prelude  to  4*. 

Turning  back,  with  these  data,  to  (h«  Urger  problem  of  the 
gospel'it  itructure,  we  still  tack  at  ture  due  (0  any  process  of 
extensive  editing.  Upon  the  one  hand,  Ihe  Fourth  gospel  hu 
been  composed  in  such  x  way  Uiat  any  carliei  documents  can 
no  longer  be  disentangled  without  recourse  to  highly  arbitrary 
canons  of  literary  procedure  and  speculative  reconstructions  of 
the  teiL  On  Ihe  other  hand,  any  original  *  dtrtails  artd  saylngi 
which  may  be  assumed  to  lie  embedded  in  its  pages  do  not 
require  more  than  some  primitive  witness  upon  whom  tlie  authoi 
draws,  either  in  the  way  of  reproducing  tbcm  from  oral  mdition 
or  by  direct  reminiscence.  These  reminisceiMxs  are  more  easily 
felt  than  delincd.  Uul  while  the  recognition  of  a  good  tradition 
under,  e^.,  ttome  of  the  Judean  passages  and  Jewish  allusions  in  the 
Fourth  gospel  may  imply  an  eye-witness  as  tlieir  ultimate  source, 
it  need  not  have  been  John  Ihe  apostle.  The  disciplea  who 
accompanied  Jesus  on  any  of  his  visits  to  Judea  and  Jerusalem 
must  have  included  those  familiar  to  us  in  the  synoptic  gospel^ 

*  Original,  t.t.  in  ibe  lensc  ot  being  independent  of  the  iTnaptie  IradilhdL 
The  ipeecheiare  not  condented  summariei,  but  ekpaniions  of  aticli  Mylapet 
VAiiallont  upon  homlleik  themca  luggewnl  more  than  onn  by  OT  jMwmii 
upon  which  midiBihic  intoprctation  had  been  playing  (cp.  G.  Kkto**  Ctf 
tlUttt  CikriUlukt  k'aiukitmttt,  1909,  pp.  4gr.).  Foc  Ihc  FouRh  gwpal  M 
an  ia*pl(«d  Targum,  freely  imderiitg  the  ten**  of  Chriai'stacUnf  be  ■  ktti 
•gi,  ep.  Atiboit'i  Dial.  3374  A. 
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it  is  only  on  the  last  visit  to  Jerusalem  that  the  beloved 
appeals  in  ihc  idle  of  pre-eminence ;  lliis  rule  at 
)tnt  (i8'^)  suggests  not  a  Galilean  rishcrman,  but  a 
Jemsalemiie ;  il  is  signiiieant  that  the  beloved  disciple  is  not 
claimed  as  an  authorily  for  the  characteristic  ei>iiodes  in  the 
earlier  portion  of  the  gospel,  at  some  of  which,  indeed  (e^.  ^^ 
and  4*'-),  he  could  not  have  been  present,  and  the  sole  ttait  for 
which  bii  auihoritj'  is  cited  {19°'^)  is  one  of  tlie  nio*l  doubtful 
statements  in  the  whole  narrative. 

Uttk  c(  no  ictuU  liM  Aowcd  ftom  the  rtpcitied  UHaapl*  10  poMuIkts  ■ 
Johatinine  documeni  or  (utttiniani,  which  li*ve  been  made  file  a  otniurjr  and 
k^UMMibj'critici&oin  Benholilt  (/AT.  iii.  tjoif.},  who  iicguH  ihal /ohn 
took  down  iho  Atamaic  wylnga  of  Jetiu  on  [h«  »pai  unci  kllrriRiriJs  wroi« 
Uw«  «al  from  tiii  nolo,  to  Wcndl,  Briegi,*  and  Kpitut  [Dai  /ahoHHti- 
Spflm  all  QmU*  dtr  GtitkUhit  Jtm,  1910).  Since  Juhn  Ihc  apoitic  wu 
nwirrti)  Milr,  ilio  only  avkiUble  hypothctci  of  ihit  kind  an  thoM  which 
■BBhe  (he  hUiorical  tumtive  come  from  a.  diiciplc  of  John,  and  merely  the 
Aaoounea  from  Ihc  ipcntic  hiinHclf  (*o,  1^,,  Ecbriminn  originally  in 
TTkt^atiuU  BtilrUgf.  1796 !  C.  H.  Weiue,  dit  Efztitn/taff,  iSjil ;  or 
ih«ae  which  more  ouiioiuly  mikc  John  only  the  wilncis  or  giureniee  of  th« 
trMlilion,  the  snlhorihip  b«ing  rrlci^lcd  lo  a  later  liand  (to,  4^.,  Paului,  io 
ihc  Il<idch«t)t  Jakrbiuhir  dtr  Ltlirattir,  iSlI,  pp.  illf. ;  J.  K,  Tobler, 
ZIVT.,  iii6o.  pp.  \f>^i.,  aicribir^  compoiiiion  to  Apollos;  Katl  ron  Ila**** 
G*uiiiiU  /ttti.1^^6;  }Htoti,LaBil>li,<i\.,  1879;  Sabalin,  fSJP.  vti.  181 1 1 
hwild,  Kenan,  and  WciuJickcf).  It  it  one  thing  lo  pouuktte  a  gencMl 
Inaadcal  buii  underiving  tome  of  the  logiA  and  perhaps  the  incidenli  in  the 
(oqxJ,  and  quiEe  another  thing  lo  work  out  !n  detail  a  theory  of  literary 
partition  liy  ine;aii$  iif  which  the  Johanninc  Endilion  ii  diaengajjcd  from  lh« 
later  oditoiial  expvuion  (u>  variously  SchweiUer,  lAu  EvglmJeM.  inKiufiKm 
mwrva  ffVr/it  1.  jft'rur  BiiinUnng,  1841  i  Tobler'*  dit  Svg/uii/ivp,  1858 1 
Oelff,  SoIUo,  Wcndl,  and  Spina). 

DelfTiJ  eailict  nucleui  of  the  goipel  conaiiB  mainly  of  the  following 
^fM^rt :— !"■  **•  a'*-"*-  '•"*■  **  j'-^*  4*  S'""  "^  6**-  "*■ "-"  7'-"' 
•«.  *!«.  »4t  gU-ii*)  la'-"*-  "-^  "-^  *■""■  •*"  ij'-"-  "■»■  ni-iS"  is"-*- 
a-a  (oi*  »»*_     Wendl's  apostolic  source,  or  Johannine  loeia,  may  be  traced 

•Cp.  Nt%rLtglU»ii  Lift ef  Jims (\^f>A).  pp.  Ho-ijS. 

f  Spiiu'i  eihauWivc  annlytja,  with  iti  Johannine  Gtvndukrift  (A)  and  its 
*Mocid  and  Kcondaxy  loune  (U],  both  edited  by  Ihc  redactor,  it  no  aJvanc* 
on  lu  piedcccasor*  1  iu  eatna  complcnly  it  not  wartBOtcd  by  the  complexity 
of  Ihedaia. 

tCrilicitma  of  Delffl  by  Sunday  \Exp.*  Iv.  jiSf.,  f.  mW  A.  Mtynr 
(re.,  i!t99,  ajsC  a9Sf-)>  and  llolumana  (TZZ.  itS^o,  588 f.).  Themoa 
pomanent  luj^eslion  <A  UelfTk  wa>  that  iho  author  was  a  Jertualemite  ditciple 
of  jEmil,  of  prictlly  lineaj^c,  who  ailer  writing  the  gatpel  in  Jcrutalem  ooiked 
In  Epheaut  as  a  fiMfiaXm  and  ihen  rccdiied  hii  goipel  (adding, <./.,  ch.  ail 
for  Am*  Minor.     Thia  atanda  liellei  than  hi*  lin|>u»lic  analyaia. 
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far  the  mort  part  m-i'*  •■>*•  *«  i*"*  ^--i--).  iM»  3I 


,)■*.  Mi  jt-H 


U'U.  iB>»  n.  in.  «■: 


(I.I.  S'T.  t(>n.  in^n.  Mb  Wi-fl  ^itok  tifr4i  ^-a  |i<«Im».  »4ii 


M.  UHI     iqI-U.  I>-3I>  [■iihhln^.  BK.    Nil)     ,!>-'■*'*<"■''>*■  "^ 


I  iji 


,»««.  ii^n,  n-att.  tnu,  (UD 


li'- 


n.  ii-n. 


'  15-16.  ij"-" 


14,  17,  i8»**  i9»-"*.  Similarly  Soluo  (Z.VIf.,  1901,  t«a'M9 ;  .SAT..  1908, 
177-aoi),  ftfter  [)ut(in|'  on  one  lidr  the  niulcrii.1  derived  ftom  the  tTBoptic 
tmilltion  («./.   |>"-»- ii-»  i»-Mi  jiJ-".  u.n  40^.6i.».«wi   ^•■M,,««m. 

i»»*  '►■"  ij""  18,  I9>»^  "-•»'■•■  "i*-  ''"I.  find*  tbeoricliu]  JohumlM 
Lo^  [i.i.  Byingi  with  ■  hiiluric&l  inlroduction]  in  l' ^^*-  •*  j»^'  3''' 
»ii>  ^1^  (it-nt.  »«,  »4i  ji-u  till  yi_j[i  g).ii  g*Hi  ijiMs  |It■^^  1^"  I>*4%  *^ 

i9»-n  jo""*-  »*.  Even  the Minulivc lihape  into  which  Wcndt  ha» ihrcm 
the  hypalheriiorC.  H.  Weiuc  tntaki  down  1*  the  dulingimhing  iklaof  the 
iwo  MUfcct  we  Inwlequttc ;  It  U  }u»t  in  tin  diieoimct  of  Jctua  thai  Mas  «l 
the  leftit  hLitoriciU  fnturet  of  ihc  ([Oipcl  recur,  and  these  cumot  be  (Uminaled 
without  ui  arbitrary  iieatment  of  th«  text.  The  diitinciian,  oioreovci,  betweea 
the  nainllvct  (with  their  cmph>.tlk  on  rv/uta]  and  Ihc  ipeedio  (with  Ifrt** 
^il/iara)  cannot  be  carried  through,  (or  In  ihe  lallct  the  fftfa  of  Jrtut  arc  act 
(cvertd  entirely  bom  the  mj^tio  (cp.  6"-  *),  whcreu  once  at  leaH  is  tkc 
narrative  Jctut  don  not  lay  tirtu  un  bii  ir«ji»ia  (so"),  and  in  7*  (narratiirel 
uwr^b  ale  njuivaicnl  lo  ligni  and  wondcii.t  The  trert  of  Jetia  (17*)  "■*  10 
■nuiifesE  the  glory  of  God  1i7*|i  and  thii  lurcly  included  the  niABileiulioa  of 
Ihc  divine  life  in  the  ftiiuia  ai  well  u  in  llie  wndi  of  (he  Son.  In  the  lifbl 
of  s"'"  etc,  It  i>  not  poulble  lo  confine  sueit  and  n^kiitg  In  the  Fototh 
goipel  lo  nny  ipccitic  line  of  actiiity  nich  a*  Ihal  of  preacliing  and  leachfaif . 
The  u/erk  in  which  Joua  telen  in  }^  ii  a  mimclc,  and  wheo  lie  wtris  o< 
hiiMclf  (S**!  and  God  (5")  arc  ranked  olijeetlnly  with  Ihe  leuimony  of  Uw 
Baptlil  (j*^)  and  ihe  Scriplurcs  (5*),  thote  l»ya,,  ctpccially  in  the  li(;ht  «l 
an  allution  like  that  of  lO**,  cannot  be  whni  Wendt'i  ifaeoiy  dtnandi. 

More  help  ia  to  be  lecured  by  recognising  that  the  Rdditton 
of  3 1  to  the  gospel  must  have  been  accompanied  by  some  further 
process  of  editing  in  the  text  of  i-io.  The  extent  lo  which  this 
wss  carried  depends  on  the  view  taken  of  the  '  beloved  disciple' 
and  of  the  putative  authorship,  as  well  as  on  the  theory  adopted 
with  i(;g,ird  (o  the  First  cpittle.  The  author  of  (he  latter — it  is 
a  fait  hypothesis — may  have  edited  Jn  1-10  {Zurhellen  adds  the 
Apocalypse  in  1-3,  ai-ai);  but  even  this  conjecture  leaves  us  in 

*  Cp.  the  crhlquc*  by  HolUmann  |7jCZ,  1ES6.  197-100),  lUupn  (SK. 
1S9J,  ai7f.).  Lock  K/TS.,  1903,  194-105),  G.  W.  SicwaR  [Exf.,  1903,  6;- 
So,  tjj-146),  Coiwm(tP&',f,,  1901,645-656},  Baoan<^/r:,  1901,  146-140, 
Kilcbcock  l/f/r,  1901,  14^14^).  Howlelt  (DuMn  A'rpArtr,  1904.  3I4-JJ5I, 
J,  A.  CiOB  (£/■..  J903.  JJi-JJj).  Sw««  l£x/>.,  iqoi.  »67->83l,  Karsron 
Iff/,  i.  410-411).  and  ticbmiedcl  i£Si.  1554-1556). 

t  There  h  no  evidence  in  ihe  conleit  that  jnus  coneda  tUi  Idea  «(  fait 
broiheiii.  lie  limply  prolcMs  BgMnst  tbtu  o^cmcM  lor  •  maiiifaUtioa  «l 
power  in  Judea. 
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the  daik  as  to  the  precise  extent  and  motives  of  the  editorial 
tevUion  which  added  ii'***,  and  which  has  been  Iraced  in  la" 
and  i8=*as  well  ns  in  ig^*,  in  5**"*  (Scholten,  Wendl,  Zurtidlen), 
6«o. «.  M  , ,  wf. ,  ^a.  wiu  wi-  (Zurhellcn),  and  in  the  editorial  additions 
or  marginal  glosses  already  noted,  i.t.  especially  in  (he  more 
eschalological  and  po{>ular  trails  which  dialinguish  the  First  qiislle 
from  the  bulk  of  the  gospel.  A  further  application  of  this  hypo- 
thesis attributes  to  it  the  beloved -disciple  passages  (Schwartz), 
while  Schiitf,  Wellhausen.  and  F.  Westb^  {Dtt  BiNiuht  Chrono- 
hgie  na(h  Flavius Jestphus  und  das  Todesjahr  Jetu,  1910.  S^f.), 
agree  (hat  the  (cilJval-joumeys  of  Jesus  have  been  inteqwiaied  in 
the  original  gospel,  in  order  to  lengthen  out  the  ministry  to  three 
or  four  years.  Wellhausen  postulates  a  Galilean  G>'uitdschri/t{f\,), 
with  no  speeches,  composed  by  some  anonymous  author ;  but  its 
resemblances  (o  Mark  do  not  serve  to  throw  much  light  upon  it, 
if  the  anonymous  author  {Ev.  /oh.  pp.  loa  f.)  dealt  freely  with 
his  prototype;  and  its  Marcan  character  is  not  obvious,  if  it 
lacked  teaching  and  stones  of  the  healing  ministry.  It  has  also 
been  worked  m'er  by  a  redactor  (B),  who  draws  especially  on 
Matthew  and  Luke,*  and  reproduces  dialogues  and  discourses  of 
Jesus.  The  criteria  for  this  are  not  more  convincing  than  in  the 
case  of  Wendt's  parti  lion -theory. 

The  outcome  of  our  in^-cstigation  ia  therefore  negative  and 
tentative  on  the  whole.  The  central  problems  of  the  gospel  lie 
be)'Ond  the  reach  of  purely  literary  criticism,  and  no  reconstruction 
of  a  supposed  apostolic  source  does  justice  to  the  dual  character* 
islics  of  the  book.  "  In  many  sections,"  as  even  Zahn  admits 
{INT.  iii.  p.  337),  "the  narrative  lacks  the  clearness  and  definite- 
ncss  which  we  should  exjKxt  from  an  eyewitness."  "The  whole 
nature  of  his  etnploymeni  of  the  synoptic  literature  is  symptomatic 
of  the  secondary  character  of  his  history.  An  independent  witness 
might,  of  courae,  have  Imen  acquainted  with  earlier  presentations 
of  the  same  history :  his  own  ini(;ht  liave  coincided  with  them  in 
its  main  features  ;  but,  writing  in  the  light  of  his  own  recollections 
and  the  impressions  made  on  himself,  he  must  have  preserved 
some  originality  of  detail.    The  fourth  evangelist,  on  the  other 

*  Bouuet  rrgards  Ihe  GrunJsthrifl  u  Lucan  in  lone,  uid  ueitlies  10  the 
redactor  a  pcHlilc-iion  for  Matthew.  Thut,  "im  Uli(iG<ii  chtraktciiiirrt 
rich  die  Pctilcopc  i'*""  tXi  cine  fieie  B«iibcituni£  icrn  Ape  tj*  iind  dcm 
lukknuchen  Bcricht  uber  dm  Tiuf<T,  dem  kuCci  dee  WoftUut  1"'-  aia 
iut<;li»icii»(rli("  (7'A'.  III.  55). 
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hand,  is  d<:pcn<Icnt,  cwn  in  minute  details,  on  the  carliei 
narrative  "  (Wendt,  p.  48).  Thb  feature  of  a  later  agfi  is  trtn 
more  marked  in  parages  which  have  no  synoptic  paraUels>. 
I'hus  the  dialogues,  beginning  with  the  introdtxrtion  of  some 
figure,  pass  over  into  a  disquisition  or  monolc^ue,  In  vbidi  the 
author  voices,  through  Jesus,  his  own  ot  rather  the  cburcfa's 
Gonsciou!in«s.t,  usually  upon  some  aspect  of  the  christology 
which  is  the  dominant  theme  of  the  whole  book.  The  original 
figure  is  forgotten ;  Nicodemus,  the  Samaritan  woman,  or  the 
Greeks  serve  as  the  /lun/  ^affui,  and  presently  the  scM:aUed 
conversation  drifts  over  into  a  doctrinal  meditation  upon  sooie 
■spcct  of  Christ's  person,  leaving  the  figure  or  figiicct  tn  (question 
without  any  record  of  Christ's  linal  altitude,  or  of  the  effect  which 
he  produced.*  This  method  recurs  even  in  the  description  o( 
John's  cross-examination  by  the  deputation  from  Jerusalem  (i"*')- 
It  precludes  the  idea  that  the  author  could  have  been  an  eye- 
witnen  of  these  scenes,  or  that  he  is  reixoducing  such  debates 
from  memory.  The  interests  of  the  writer  lie  in  the  dialectic  of 
his  faith  rather  than  in  the  situation  which  he  provides  fotiu 
tuccetuive  movements. 

Hie  objecliim  laken  10  ihiiview  of  the  Foutlh  Ecspel,  vU.  thai  Ihect  «u 
no  mi/i/u  [01  sach  conlitrrmlftl  diKuuiotit,  fills  lo  ihe  E"**"^  *"  pieVDM 
of  wriiinp  like  juKlfi'i  dialueuc  wiih  I'l^pho,  whm  (hs  otweinv  otigii)  ti 
the  Chrin  Ivlii.,  ex.,  cp.  Jn  7"),  hit  biilhplux  <cviiL,  ey.  Jo  7"-),  thi 
qumion  of  Soblath  obwivance  Imiii.,  xxvi.  f.,  xlvii.  eic.,  cp,  jn  S"*  t"*). 
the  coming  of  Elijiih  (ilii.  t,  cp.  Jn  l"),  Jtwi  uid  SaiMrilins  (Ixxviii.,  cpL 
Jn  4,  8'),  etc,  ue  among  (he  loptc*  of  miieaipanff  iatcttM  (mt 
abore.  p.  SJI). 

Over  against  these  trails  lie  the  indications  already  mentionc<), 
which  suggest  that  the  author  had  access  to  some  reliable  hiS' 
torical  traditions  for  his  work.  In  view  of  such  dual  phenomena, 
the  least  objectionable  hypothesis  lies  among  those  which 
postulate  not  only  the  tnSucnce  of  Alemndiian  thought  in  the 
Asiatic  church  and  the  development  of  Pauline  and  post-Pauline 
conceptions,  but  a  cerla'ui  oral  tradition  (Johannine  or  not)  upoa 
the  life  of  Jetus  which  had  hitherto  flowed  apart  from  the  orditiuy 
channels  of  evangelic  composition,  t    The  logia  of  thb  tnditioo 

*  An  inManoc  of  Mt,  In  eplit«l«]r  llicntutc.  occun  Ib  <>d  *'*'■. 

f  So,  after  Wendt  and  nthcn.  Cone  (C«/V/  Crituism  m4  UitUrii^ 
Ckriiti-inUjr,  1891,  pp.  951  (.1  "White  on  aay  hypothrtl*  of  iti  orlpa 
many  critio)  ptoblem*  remain  uiuoJv<d,  there  Is  at  leaM  a  aUoiig  p«b*Ulur 
Ibi  a  Juhannlne  dugIcui  in   the   book,   for  frequtiU  'words  of  tka  LnO' 
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B  cannot  often  be  diM-nLmglcd  from  their  setting.  The  discourses 
in  which  they  are  embodied  reprenent  the  genius  of  a  single 
writer,  voicing  the  faiih  of  his  circle  as  well  the  ideas  of  his  own 
mind.  Nor  is  it  possible  to  ascertain  the  exact  titcraij  channel 
by  means  of  which  these  sayings  and  traditions  hAve  Sowed  into 
their  present  position  through  the  homilies  of  the  early  church, 
any  more  than  to  estimate  precisely  the  extent  to  which  their 
origintl  shape  and  colour  have  been  altered,  previous  to  their 

Vincorporation  in  this  gospel,  or  during  their  passage  through  the 
rich,  derout  mind  of  the  author  (see  pp.  43-44).  But  their 
gnomic  character,  their  ouutanding  originality,  and  their  pro- 
found depth,  prove  that  the  dramatic  and  creative  genius  of 
the  author  had  materials  to  draw  upon  *  in  composing  the 
metliiations  and  illustrations  of  Jesus  which  distinguish  this 
gospel  from  the  synopiists. 

§  8.  Tkt  Btlavfd  dhdpU  and  olh*n. — The  mixture  of 
adherence  to  the  synoptic  tradition  and  imaginative  freedom  in 
its  treatment  comes  out  {a)  in  the  author's  references  to  the 
disciples,  and  {i)  in  his  allusions  to  the  family  of  Jesus. 

•  Pclrr,  in  >c<i<r(lKn<«  wllli  ihe  domlluuit  Indilion,  Mill  occupies  •  cetUiin 
pcHtiwn  of  primacj'  tnionK  the  diicipla.  Alluded  lo  bcfoie  he  come*  00  Ihc 
iMDt  (■**'),  lie  it  still  Ihcir  tpakrtmim  upon  uccation,  pUyi  a  pnnnincnl  i61e 
ti  ihc  lui  (upper  <I3^'*-  *"■  •"■)  •nd  in  Ihe  doiine  icenei  (tS"-"),  uid,  In 
■Motduice  with  primitive  Indilion  (i  Co  iS'*>cp.  Lk  14*1,  hu  his  own  iccest 
to  the  riseoLotd(;nai'-»t.T  Andicw  'a  ^imM  ruti'i  trtiJUrW'- (f).  and 
Jctiu  calU  him  Ktfkas  from  the  outset — ■  proof  not  only  of  dirine  pccsdence 
bol  of  Pcctf's  pte-emincnce  u  Ihc  bulwuk  of  Iho  ehutch,  oX  which  be  is  the 

(tafMMk  Xt-jia)  hutnded  ilown  from  the  tponlc  without  cnnneciii>n.  probably, 
■ad  wiihoul  a  biiloiiciil  xliing.  .  .  .  The  uientive  reader  (indi  on  almoai 
CTCij  pige  of  the  Goipcl  woidt  which  are  probably  ^enuioe  Jobantrine  to^ 
of  JCMa"),  lid  O.  Holiuimnn  (i>^i>/«i(,  Eng.  tr.  p.  4G:  "At  the  time 
that  he  composed  hii  work  Ihe  trutitiont  of  the  life  of  Chriit  bad  not  yet 
becoioe  cifMalliied  in  the  chuich'i  hiih.  Hence  the  curieni  of  the  eitaogelie 
•anatin  wm  kiill  able  to  carry  along  with  it  tuucb  material  that  had  not  been 
oullicd  by  the  tynopdui "). 

*  "It  may  tw  Mid  with  cntalnty  that  a  lltcruy  aitlil  capsUcof  invmilng 
tht  BM«  Uflklng  ayingi  of  Jchu  10  Nicodcmui  or  to  the  woman  of  Samaria 
would  have  made  hii  compoiitiom  aa  a  wholo  mote  Hawles^  mote  anutioiUy 
peffcct  than  Ihc  t'uutth  go'ipel  actually  Is.  Judged  from  an  arllnt'i  poanl  of 
*iaw,it  hai  btou  and  awkdudneue*  which  a  mitief  of  imagiitatiTe  InveMton 
womU  Derer  hate  mffered  hii  woik  lu  cthtbit "  (M.  Arnold). 

t  In  tff*.  however,  it  it  tugKCiicd  that  while  thi  tthtr  Jiitifk  Mitetcd 
the  lotnb  and  bellci-ed,  rclti  had  entered  without  believing  (on  the  early 
UlemfNa  in  Syt**  to  correct  so' into  Ihc  plural,  cp.  I>iai.  IJ56C). 
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ipokemun  {6^).  The  aulhor  thus  not  only  ihroira  back  Mt  16"  ao  ■•  to 
cover  Peter's  career  from  the  beginning,  but  omits  the  subsequent  reboke 
{tAffuSatoHli  of  Mt  l6>*,  and  associates  the  devil  not  with  Peter,  but  widi 
Judas  Iskaiiot  (6"  13*-  "). 

The  remaikable  praminence  of  Andrew,  as  compared  wilb  hi*  podtioii  m 
the  synoptic  traditioD  (where  he  stands  second  to  Peter  in  the  apostolic  listi 
of  Mt.  and  Lk.),  appears  in  three  places,  i"*-  &"■  and  it'":  (a)  He  ii  not 
only  one  of  the  first  two  disciples  (of  John  the  Baptist)  who  joined  Je*itt,  btU 
is  the  first  disciple  named  in  the  gospel ;  he  brings  his  brother  Peter  to  Jesos, 
and  Belhsajda  is  eipresily  called  lie  n'Q>  t/  Andrew  and  PtUr,  (i)  He 
voluoteen  information  to  Jesus  about  the  food-tupply — another  detail  wbidt 
the  synoptic  tradition  omits,  (c)  FimJIy,  he  acts  as  intermediary  between  the 
Gtedi  inquiren  and  Jesus.  These  allusions,  corroborated  by  the  traditiona 
{t.g.  Pi^ias,  Gospel  <^  Peter,  Gospel  of  the  Twelve)  of  the  second  cenlmy,* 
indicate  that  Andrew,  like  Philip,  wat  an  important  figure  for  the  (Asiiaic) 
circle  in  which  the  Fourth  gospel  circulated.  The  latter  is  the  first  disdple 
whom  ]<sia  findi  {\^).  Andrew's  confes^on  of  &ith  is  the  first  in  the  gospel, 
IV4  kavt  ftutid  the  mesn'oA,  but  Philip's  is  mote  explicit:  IVt  hoot  faimd 
Aim  ef  vihem  Maes  ■uroit  in  Ikt  lav  and  vf  wkem  tkt  prtfheli  tmU,/amf 
lAe  SMI  <^  Jvtefk,  fivm  Nmartlh.  He  is  prominent  at  the  feeding  of  the 
multitude  near  his  native  place  (6"'),  and  it  is  he  to  whom  the  Greek 
inquirers  first  apply  (iz").  On  all  these  occasions  be  is  aMocialed  more  oc 
less  closely  with  his  (ellow-townsman,  Andrew ;  in  his  request  for  a  Iheophany 
(14')  he  is  alone,  but  it  is  possible  that  he  and  Andrew  are  the  anoayaioua 
pair  of  disciples  in  11'. 

Thomas,  who  has  no  independent  rftle  in  the  synoptic  tradition,  come* 
into  prominence  in  the  final  Judean  cycle  of  stories  in  the  Fourth  gospel,  at 
11"  14*  and  ao*^"  ;  in  the  appendix  he  is  mentioned,  neit  to  Peter  (ii"), 
among  the  disciples  to  whom  Jesus  appeared  after  death  in  Galilee.  It  it 
curious  thai  John  only  mentions  'the  twelve'  four  times,  and  alwayi  'in 
connection  with  some  mention  of  treachery,  possible  desertion,  or  unbelief  ; 
he  significantly  widens  (13")  the  saying  recorded  in  Mt  lc}*'  =  Lk  10",  aiid 
apparently  ranks  Nathanael  almost  on  a  level  with  the  twelve,  some  of  whom 
he  entirely  ignores  (cp.  Dial.  1671,  1695).  The  absence  of  N.  from  the 
synoptic  lists  of  the  twelve,  together  with  the  fact  that  Philip  in  the  latter  it 
followed  by  Bartholomew,  has  suggested  that  B.  and  N.  represent  the  tame 
person,  B.  being  the  patronymic  name  (so,  t.g.,  Keim,  Renan,  Calmes,  and 
Zahn)  1  the  similarity  of  the  name  has  led  others  {f.g.,  Rcsch,  TU.  x.  3. 
S39r.;  Rohrbach,  ^cni-if;a»/i^.  ^u/m-i&JHR/,  5ir.;  Weicsicker)  to  identify 
him  with  Matthew  Levi,  which  has  the  merit  of  reproducing  the  Papias-list ; 
the  details  \  in  i*"-  have  led  other*  again  to  see  in  him  a  symbolical  figure  of 

*  In  one  Coptic  (Akhmim)  fragment  of  a  second  century  (a.d.  150-180) 
anti-gnoslic  gospel  (ed.  Schmidt,  SBBA.,  1895,  705-711),  Andrew  appears 
with  Peter  and  Thomas  10  a  scene  corresponding  to  that  of  Jn  w)"',  white  in 
another  gnostic  fragment  (ed.  Schmidt,  SBBA.,  1S96,  pp.  839  f.)  he  plaTsa 
•imilar  lAte  of  incredulity. 

t  Abbott  [Dial.  337S-33??)  regards  the  story  as  a  «i»on  of  the  ttory  ol 
Zaccbxus  in  the  sycamore  tree. 
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Paol M Fauliniim (lt<5nig,  ZtPT.,  1S84.  Iiof.i  HolUminn,  0Z.  i*.  994!  1 
O.  SefamiMM,  UM^pnbltmt  d.  ljiin-/iiu*,*tl.,  liyf. ;  KnrcnhflhI.  il. 
353f.  i  B.  P.  Seolt,  pp.  47L  cic),  the  Pg,ul  who,  a  e^nuine  Inaelile, 
vonhippng  unHct  (he  unmiafarlor]'  <ig-ltc(  of  Judaum.  wu  oUled  b]r  Quul 
(Ac  az*=ijn  i"),  and  bcoke  ihiouch  (he  preludlcci  of  hii  early  cnTironaMBl  to 
•in  ptnanil  intercourse  with  Joiu  and  to  uIIct  %  [jrtaiter  confrMion  of  hith 
in  ihif  divine  Sun  (hui  hil  predrcetton  in  the  spiiiloliite.  But  in  riew  of 
Gal  t''*"*.  a  later  wtiler  would  hardly  haw  deuribed  Taul'i  a|^roach  to 
JesM  u  mediaicd  by  any  huomn  agency  (Jn  i*-  "),  and  <Tcn  the  dcairc  o( 
•MphMuin);  th«  iiiotliilie  pistlluc  wiiuld  nut  hai«  nuulc  Itie  ai-eiicy  apcololic  ; 
be  woold  laihcr  have  choien  temu  like  ihoKof  i".  Beude*,  vurioninten 
DM  a  ipecial  feature  of  Paul'*  apmloUte  (a  Co  1 1"  11').  and  the  coll  of  Paul 
waa  not  motived  ai  in  Jn  ■**  (nmc  titer,  not  iniXttn  at  /4»v>^a).  Ii  would 
be  more  pUusibIc  to  identify  him  with  the  beloved  diiclfilc  John  (to,  <x> 
Spaeth,  Ztyr.,  ittA.  i68f,.  y>qi..  and  Kuvers,  TT.,  1869.  6SJ-661). 
Thia  would  imply  ihu  the  lefetencei  in  Jn  ll  are  from  annlhcr  plant  of 
tbouithi,  though,  if  (liFnote  in  3i'  iiconect,  it  helps  to  till  out  the  oanneciion 
between  r-'and*"-.* 

It  la  often  areued  that  by  the  tfOre*  or  vpuM'M  of  I**  the  writer  nblly 
MiUMt*  that  afl«r  Andtvw  found  his  binthet  P«(er,  the  other  disciple  of 
,a-«  (Mind  0$  tirolher ;  confC({ueinlly.  i»  the  mm  of  Zcliedee  were  the  only 
iMher  pail  ofbiuiheri  who  (Mcoiding  to  the  tynopiic  iiaditiim)  were  among 
the  <Brtiat  disciples  of  Jesus,  and  as  the  Fnurlli  gospel  never  menliotu  them 
\ff  aam«,  their  ealling  ia  inipliid  here  (to,  f.g.,  VVVntcod,  Gwlel,  Zaho, 
ralwti:  cp.  Abbott,  Diat.  1710.  1901)-  The  Fourth  gospel  it  full  of  uibtle 
^B  kmcheai  but  thii  is  hypct-wbtle.  John  plays  no  independent  or  tpecial  rAle 
^r  la  the  synoptic  tradition  ;  he  and  hi*  brother  Jamea  arc  called  |Mk  l'*'") 
after  Peter  and  Andiew ;  in  the  lists  of  the  twelve  he  eome»  Iburlh  (eicept  in 
Hk  ]"'"  where  Andrew  fait*  fium  the  tixunil  tu  the  fifth  place,  h  in  Mk  13' 
■o  the  footth) ;  the  only  ocouion  on  which  he  acts  as  spokcttBtB  Cor  the 
twdre  (Mk  <f*^*  =  lX  9*^)  exposts  him  to  a  rebuke  for  Ymiv^  faOcd  to 
Npprtciale  the  gencrou*  temper  of  Jetiu,  and  the  pmumpluous  claim 
ailraaoed  by  hinuetf  and  hi*  brotbei  (Mlc  to"'-,  loficncd  by  Mt  xf) 
bdtay*  an  equal  miiconoeption.  He  is  thitd  in  the  group  of  the  four 
£(dpl(*  who  draw  from  Jnut  (Mk  IJ**-)  hti  prophecy  of  the  future,  and  in 
lh>  poup  of  three  who  fail  Jesus  in  Celhtcmane  (Mk  14"-  >=  Mt  iff-)  ;  but 
ndlhei  at  the  last  supper,  nor  during  the  liial,  nor  after  the  death  of  Je»u*, 
daMb«  appear.  On  the  other  hand,  there  arc  «li(;ht  traces  in  Lk.  of  a  hiEher 
pteee  (cootnn  8"  with  Mk  5",  9''  =  Mk9'  and  Mt  i;!)  ncit  lo  Pclcr  in  the 
only  two  Kenei  (raisin);  of  daughter  of  Jairus,  and  the  tnnilij[uraiion)  whcic 
Fetet  and  the  sons  of  /c)>c<lce  appear  ai  a  trio  of  intiiniites,  before  the  i-igit  in 
Cethscmane.  Fuitheimorc,  Lk.  omits  the  claim  of  Mk  ic^,  though  he  was 
awaie  of  it  (cp,  u*"  iJ»*  =  Mt  to™-),  identilia  the  two  eonAdcnilal 
diidpletorMk  tV'(Mti6'"-  limply  ol  ,ui«7™i)wiih  Pclcr  and  John  (»<"), 
^■Maiuthelacl(Mk  14"''oMt36"'')that  Peter  and  the  two  son*  of  Zebedce 


*  To  Loiiy  (246  r.).  N.  h  a  composite  figure,  kleallicd  uul  of  Matthew, 
Zacchaua,  and  Paul.  The  identity  of  N,  with  Matthew  and  Zacchjcut  wh 
linl  wcceilcd  by  Sirauu. 
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ilcpt  in  Gethicmuic  and  wnc  tebukfd  by  Jesui  f>I**)i  and  A«l  til  (he 
diKiplM  Acd  tfler  lht)t  Miuitr  iru  arretlfd  (Mk  14"  =  Mt  Wi^),  <u)d  uMi  to 
ihe  women  »(  ihe  cioi*  (Mk  i5"""  =  Mi  tj"''*)  witm  tl  yrumi  a^ 
sUnding  al  a  distance  (11*).  This  is  cairied  rotiran]  in  Acts,  where  John  li 
tloaely  auociattd  with  fcter  (1'*  j"-  4^-  8"")  durin([  ihe  eariy  Jtniaalcmttc 
period  (q>.  Gal  )*)  io  the  leadcnliip  of  the  chuich.  He  then  iroft  Inio 
oblivion  1  the  contiot  of  the  Jerualemiie  chuich  pasacs  inio  Ibe  haadt  ot 
Jamea,  the  biothei  ofjnu*.  He  ia  aluenl  lioia  the  Fouith  foapdi  anloBfac 
ii  /At  ttlntd  (or,  tlhtr)  diuif/i,  Coniparaiively  little  u  made  of  the  ttlW 
figure,  except  tn  hint  at  hit  ptc-cniinmcc  in  one  01  two  Rrnes  [adapted  b*m 
the  aynopiic  tradition)  wheie  Petet  It  prominent.*  At  Ihe  la«t  auppa  (l]*') 
thi»  favourite  disciple  it  iBumcd  10  be  in  the  leoet  of  JtSM,  at  none  of  tht 
olhen  ia.  During  the  tiial  (iS'"-)  Peter  again  requires  hia  interreiitiM), 
thla  time  to  gain  entrance  to  the  palace  of  Ihe  hlgjh  pilesL  At  the  cre« 
(I9''*-)  he  receives  charge  of  the  mother  of  Jmu  (minion  to  Je*Mi 
Chiitiiani  I)  t  and  wi(ne»tt»  iht  Aumtr  ijfunu ;  at  the  grave  (»o*-)  h«  ii  the 
firH  to  see  the  empty  lamb  and  then  behevc,  l.i.  milhonl  roqulrinc  to  m«  tht 
risen  Chriit.  Tlie  empty  tomb  was  enough  for  him  i  all  elie,  OT  procA 
and  e*«n  the  wltfww  of  the  wonea,  wo*  aecondary. 

The  poaribili^  of  «  njtticAl  reference  in  all  (eiCFpi  iS**-)  of  lh«M 
pasncn  doe*  not  exclude — in  fact  it  would  niher  point  to — ■  lileni  ba^ 
If  liy  the  diaciple  whom  Jeiut  Inved  (9v  47'*a  i  'Iqeoiii)  Ihe  airthnr  mernna  to 
■uicgol  tlie  typical  ai  Ideal  Chrittian,  a  permanent  witneas  to  Chriit't  Ion 
[liU  I  mm;  11).  the  ideal  i«  in  part  a  Pauhne  ideal  (=  Gal  a*)  i  lo,  :[., 
BKan  (£t/>.'  iv.  314'.,  l-'ttirtk  Giiful  in  Kti—rtk  amd  Dtialt,  30lf.),:whn 
dedarea  ihat  "  the  heart  oF  the  Fourth  Goipel  is  Paul's  cooftMioo  of  hii  faith 
in  Gal  3**"  (p.  ]i6),  and  that  "when  we  can  tie  tatitfitil  10  lake  ihisGc^td 
Ibr  what  It  la,  the  cicheal,  chotcrat  flower  of  the  iplriiual  life  of  the 
chuichei  a  half  century  after  Pa  ul't  death  .  .  .  anew  era  will  bcgii 
appreciation  i>f  this  great  Gatpcl."  Tlio  choice  lie*  between  idenlifj 
beloved  diuiplc  with  John  the  apostle)  at  John  a  Jemulemlte  (DelJf, 
Booaset,  etc.),  and  recaidinghim  aaidoal.     The  chief  otijectiont  lo  thelallB 


I 


in  il^^^^H 

■ 


*  I  le  ii  nerct  contrasted  with  sceptical  Jews  ot  impeifcd  Quiatiana. 

t  Vollet  {Atalir  Dtlervta  titut  dtr  UtiliM/pJiiHgir  Ja  fihtmttn  Eti^bu, 
Mit  a'lum  AnAoMg  Sirr  dU  K^mpaiilion  ilitui  E^m,  1907}  makci  ihe 
beloved  dlictple  in  i-3o  the  John  Mark  of  Ac  la" ;  Ihe  goapel  b  to  ptow 
that  be  was  not  a  mere  inierproler  of  Peter,  but  superior  to  hl«n.  Id  It, 
however,  the  beloved  diiciple  b  the  Ephoiaa  presbyter.  Thii  b  gr^t 
honour  done  to  John  Mark  (ipe  above,  p.  511). 

{"Theailial  whopaimtan  ideal  figure  hu  a  model,  but  what  he  aim*  to 
delineate  tt  noi  Ikt  model."  While  the  beloved  disciple  a*iginal)y  aaa  an 
Ideal  figure  (acconling  to  Bacon),  pailially  drawn  bom  Pa«l,  tht  tOUM  *t 
Ihe  Bppendia  idcntiiicd  him  with  (he  apuaile. 

I  Alt  ideativd  ligure  of  the  historical  John  (Schidlctt,  if,  tit.  ]9T  f-)  >•  H 
adequate  an  eiplanation  as  perhaps  any  other ;  the  ilila  la  a  play  upon  tha 
meaning  of  the  name.  Similarly  we  may  feel  the  inwatdncsMof  NikodeAia 
and  ihe  Samatiian  woman  ai  types  of  Judaism  noiling  belief  and  the  \tm  of 
w«(ider»i  and  the  more  luiceplible  paganism  of  the  age. 
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the  piyi^tiologicBl  dillicultr  of  concdvins  how  an  abMract  figare 
could  be  put  tide  by  liile  wiih  Ihc  other  diVipIci,  iind  the  ha  tluu,  in  llw 
Jctuadem-fcenef,  Ucin'i  hypijihulii  hu  conaitlciahle  pluautiillljr. 

(I)  The  sbten  of  Jcsui  are  ignofFd,  but  hii  btothen  ait  miroduced  at 
dif^Mnl  Cram  hU  di)ci|>1<i  (i"]  aii'l  w«ptical  of  \)'n  claiini  (7''").  a  (irarlical 
IltnstMtion  of  i""".  The  coclneu  of  the  rcUtioni  beiwecn  them  and  (he 
LogcC-Chrut  ii  developed  in  the  case  of  hii  mother,  who«e  eaithly  relation- 
ihip  iacaiefully  deiached  ffom  the  hiihci  inteicns  of  ihe  I^<M>Chiitl  on  (he 
ooiy  iwo  ocoiiioiu  on  which  ihe  i»  mentioned  (a'  ig*^).  The  lymbolie 
■gnificWiM  of  ihe  molhet  ii  evident  in  l»lh  plucrs.  Taken  literaUjr,  the  two 
(ilWH(  I  may  be  held  not  only  to  conflict  with  hUtorical  piobaliility,  bul  to 
reveal  an  atoofneB  which  it  ii  paycbologically  diHicutl  to  aaaociaie  with  Jeiui. 
Tlic  pretence  of  Maiy  ai  the  crou  may  be  m  dtduetlcm  rrom  Ac  1",  and  both 

lecnct  pouibly  terlcct  a  dtaniilitcd  vaiiant  of  Mk  j*''**  etc,  introduced  far 
the  porpDic  of  differen lilting  the  new  ich[;>on  from  ila  parent  ilock.  In  the 
former,  th*  Lo)[o*-Chtitt  denic*  ihiil  he  Iia»  anything  In  coniiiion  irilh  hii 
hmOy  i  in  the  latter  he  linally  lao»n>  the  nearoi  tie  of  earthly  reUlioiuhip. 
It  if  only  when  Ihe  nattiiivei  are  taken  u  lymbolic  tathet  than  u  •  mert 
NCOtii  of  fact  that  their  full  meaning  emerges. 

1 9.  TAe  autkorsiif. — The  fourth  gospel  maVei  no  Matemmt 
about  ils  author.  It  cntJs  with  ihc  remark,  raura  t«  ytypuirriu 
iM  irMT(ui{T(,  but  it  ii«  silont  upon  I  ypaifrat.  The  appendix, 
however,  after  describing  the  destiny  of  the  ftaSijTiit  tv  ^im  i 
Itfoovti  adds  in  an  editorial  note  (11**):  oCnx  Jimv  A  juaArnyc 
8  fuiprvpwv  mpi  roirrwr  xat  i  ypJ^ifia^  ravra.  Unless  the  la«t  four 
words  are  to  be  regarded  as  an  interpolation  (so,  r.^.,  von  Soden), 
the  beloved  disciple,  who  only  appears  definitely  in  the  closing 
days  of  Christ's  life,  is  claimed  not  simply  as  the  authority  for  the 
whote  gospel  (to  which  ravra  here  refers),  but  as  its  author. 
Btit  fis  euUodkl  (Uifodtil  This  claim  is  not  made  by  him- 
lelf;*  it  comes  from  the  anonymous  circle  who  endorse  the 
gospel  (■«  oiSa^tv  hn  i\ifirfi  aurov  i\  iiofiTvpia  itrrtf),  and  who 
have  added  the  two  closing  notes  (ai**''^),  both  of  which 
indicate  that  the  gospel  had  been,  or  might  be  expected  to  b^ 
criticised  for  its  unitjue  contents  (so  different,  f./;.,  from  the 
iiynoptic  tradition)  and  for  its  incompleteness.  The  latter 
criticism  has  been  already  met  by  anticipation  in  2o>^-*> ;  the 
former  it  to  be  felt  at  19*^,  the  only  passage  in  the  gospel  which 
definitely  connects  the  author  with  an  e}*c-witt>e3s.  Here,  after 
the  soldier  h.is  pierced  the  side  of  Jesus  with  a  lance,  causing 
blood  and  water  to  pour  out  of  Ihe  wound,  the  narrative 
m  continues :  imx/  Af  uiko  saw  if  hat  borne  wUnest  (aol  h  {••tpmiiit 
H         *  For  aliempu  to  picterve  part  of  ibne  vert«s  for  John,  cp.  Wettel  [.>/. 
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liAfiapTxpt^tr),  ani  kis  witness  is  tntt,—yea,  ke  imam  tkat  htis 
Itllin^  the  truth  (nai  Ikhvo^  oTSii-  on  (SAi)(^  ^if^, — '■*'*'  IW  «/w 
may  Mifve.  Is  iiuvo^,  in  (hU  enigmatic  protest,  a  buDMn 
authority  or,  by  a  xirong  asseveration  (qi.  2  Co  ii*'-*'X  l^< 
exalted  Christ  (so^  t^.,  Dechent,  SX.,  1899,  448  f.;  Abbott. 
EBi.  i8og  :  Zahn,  Kammentar,  658  f,;  Peike,  London  Quart. 
fievietf,  1905,  375  ;  Forbes,  Hau.tslciter's  /iwfi  A^st.  Ztugtn,  >6- 
38)?  When  the  mystic  or  symbolic  sense  of  ol^ut  vol  j!S^  is 
connected  in  any  way  with  i  Jn  5*,  the  divine  reference  of 
Itttvoi  becomes  rather  more  probable,  since  in  i  Jn.  the  pronoun 
always  means  the  exalted  Christ.  Still,  the  eonttection  ii 
different  here,  and  upon  the  whole  intiio^  may  be  reasonably 
regarded  as  equivalent  to  h  iiupanv^  the  beloved  disciple  of  19*. 
This  would  imply  (a)  that  the  writer  was  or  wished  to  be  talcen 
for  (so,  e.g.  Rerun,  Julicher,  Loisy)  the  said  eye-witness,  or  (i) 
that  he  appeals  to  this  earlier  authority  in  order  to  corroborate  a 
atatcmeni  which  he  anticipates  will  rouse  suspicion  (so^  e^., 
Hilgenfeld,  Weisse,  Hamack,  Weizsacker,  von  Sodcn,  Wendt, 
Pfleiderer,  J.  Rtfville,  Calnies,  Sdimicdel,  WellhauM^n). 

I'hyiioIoeiaiU]'.  ii  is  poutblc  thai  witct  iiiiicd  wlih  btonil  iMucd  fm> 
■am<  wheal  or  bl«b  on  the  Aurlice  of  the  body,  which  tbr  Unw  plciocd,  "  b«l 
lilond  anil  walct  hom  kii  inifinal  touni  ^rt  •  mtttciii "  (Dr.  C.  Crd^nD, 
Sffi.  960.961),  or,  u  Oiigcn  culled  il,  tA  rofilaitr  (r.  CVA.  il,  ]6).  Tbs 
main  pnoi,  however,  ii  Ihii  ihe  writer'*  idigioui  inloprctUJOM  oT  the 
phenomenon  which  he  rtccadt  It  not  anlt^doktilc  (m  In  t  Jo  {'},— the  effiniM 
uf  blixKJ  would  hai-c  >u9icei)  for  that  purpMc,  — but  tyahMoL  Tfao  obfoct 
of  19"'"  il  to  clinch  Ihe  proof  thai  Jetus  died  ai  the  Ine  piffhil  lAtaJa,  <i 
wliieli  no  bone  wu  lu  be  broken,  Thit  roundtuStholtolaiedleatinway  of  ■■. 
and  ciplaini  ihc  symboliim  of  I'i' JAwrfdni/wMTai  theevidettccof  qiirUiul 
life  iwuing  fruni  ilio  limh  of  the  Chriu  ;  the  rfliuiun  of  blood  mpA&Bt  the 
tctnoval  of  Kmy,  the  tffiuion  of  water  the  Impaitatlon  of  life  cteniBl,  and  llw 
colloeaiion  □(  both  indicate*  that  (hcK  ate  vibUIy  cooncctod  in  the  work  of  QiriM. 

This  would  be  conlinnod  if  i  TivrrAni'  eJi  4ii4  in  7"  weie  taken  with  nX 
wttitu  of  7"  (cp.  Neitlc,  ZNiV.,  1909,  3J3I,  and  ai!r«;  leftttM)  not  lo  the 
indiTtdiul  believer  but  to  (he  ChrUl(io,<XiG'i"-  t6:  Loiij',  Calmc*,  Fofbo, 
Westcotl],  aa  ws*  apparently  (ho  view  of  the  Uallic  Chriiliani  t.  a.1>.  570 
(Eua.  Mf.T.  1. 2i)andpoai!blyC]rprlBntinonplothen.*  Tbc  sal hor  males 

*  All  Ihrcc  polnu,  Chriu  ■•  Ihc  aonice  of  li<rtn|>  wMer,  bdbrw*  not  oaly 
H  the  (cclpienu  but  uuumillen  of  it,  and  the  ideoiifioaiion  of  h  whh  the 
Spirit,  are  represented  tn  Ihe  third  ode  of  SuloDion  in  the  PitHt  Stftu*,  an 
ode  which  (cp.  Ryle  and  James,  71b  Pialmi  ^  Sftrmm,  pp.  157  t.  ;  K. 
llarrli.  Tit  Odtt  and  PmIihi  if  S^mMi,  l>-lj>  n  lin^nl  with  Johannhw 
nihei  than  specifically  gnostic  colouri,  and  b  probably  to  be  ilaled  not  bur 
than  ihc  lint  ludf  of  ibe  iccond  oeniury  A.IX 
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Jess*  icfet  loliimtdfftiafTsS,  faec«ate  the  pMMffe  (m«  p,  33)  b  a  luopticik 
k-qpMaliofii  with  a  pmlcpiic  dluiion  to  Ihc  Spirit  which  wru  not  to  be  poured 
root  upon  bcllct-nii  until  Jciut  wNielaiiricd  ^^'* -^  id").    On  the  olhcr  h*nd, 

*))en  7"  ii  rend  with  i  nantiti*  *(%  liiJ  u  equivalent  10  the  follDwinfi  oArgil, 

ihfl  conccptian  ai  ihr  believer  m  ■  Mnirce  of  spiritual  tiirulni;  for  <iihon  tiilirs 
'  aith  w^",  rapcdall]!  If  llie  itaiirnl  of  ihe  Utler  Kcne  ut  not  rcMrlcltd  lo 

die  aposlle*. 

19**  is  therefore,  as  Blass  warned  critics  {SK.,  19031  oSf.), 
a  foundation  of  sftnd  upon  which  to  build  any  critical  theory  o( 
^dnLBptpel's  origin,  whether  ibe  verse  should  be  relegated  to  the 
""^*^  (f,  fuld.  om.)  or  not.  Its  use  U  to  prove  not  ihc  ptcnenoe 
of  an  eye-witness  but  the  spiritual  testimony  or  interpretation 
which  is  the  essential  aim  of  the  writer.  Furthermore,  the  verse 
b  so  closely  connected  with  ai**,  that  either  the  editor  of  the 
appendix  must  have  moulded  his  words  on  the  former  passage^ 
or  inserted  the  Ullcr  (so,  e.g.,  Hacon,  Fourik  Gospri  in  Rfseartit 
and  Deiafe,  171  f.)*  as  a  paraphrase  of  3  Jii  "  and  t  Jn  5* 
The  latter  alternative  is  preferable.  If  i9»*-;>&-*^  are  omitted 
(with  the  opening  and  un-Johannine  iyivrro  yap  raura  of  v.")^ 
the  sense  is  clear :  oh  Karia^ar  aurov  to.  aKtXri,  tm  if  ypa^ 
v\^pit$i'  iirrwf  oi  irurrpiff-^tTai  avrov  (%0,  f,g.,  Schwartz, 
Wellhausen,  Heitniijtier}.  The  interpolation  in  rv.**-"  talliea 
substantially  with  ii>*,  [he  main  differenoe  being  the  substitution 
of  Utwot  oUv  for  otSaiuv.  V.'\  with  its  un-Jobannine  jr^ 
ffa^  poirUs  to  the  circle  from  which  Apoc  i^  (cp.  Ml  14'") 
ori^oatcd,  though  the  quotation  is  differenily  applied  (there 
etchatological,  here  historical).  On  the  other  hand,  it  must  be 
allowed  tliat  the  mere  omission  of  v.^  (with  mi  If^kfitv  <udu« 
aSfta  Koi  v&ap  in  ••,  and  tytvcfo  yap  ravra  in  ")  gives  an  equally 
good  sense,  and  at  the  same  time  avoids  the  necessity  of 
r^ardin^i  to^  as  another  interpolation  (or  part  of  one). 

UnU^  John  the  presbyter  is  brought  in  (cp.  besides 
Hamack,  etc.,  S.  Eck  in  Prfws,.  Jahrh.,  iSgt!,  35-45),  the  author 
of  Jn   I-30  and   the  editor   who   revised   it   and   added  the 

*  Acootding  to  Btcon,  R.  (Ihc  Ephesiui  editor)  tdenliried  the  namclnn 
elila  who  compowd  the  F'ouith  gnipel  uid  the  epuila  wiih  the  beloved 
Jnciple.  ]i  U  luo  druiic  tii  lecanl  (m,  t.g.,  Schwart)  and  Boueel)  the 
*bek>vcd  diidple'  pusigcs  u  cdiiuiiaJ  inicfliani — an  uuiyiiji  oliich,  arnonf 
nthet  Rsulu,  would  leave  Jiidai  with  titik  die  ilian  the  bog,  in  the  oTiglnal 
dnA  of  the  K(M|irl.  On  iho  other  hitiiil,  no  ihoory  of  as  apintoUc 
Gr^MduktiJi,  or  even  of  a  'Johannine '  lource  for  ntmulvesor  \o^^  hat  jrct 
been  worked  onl  with  any  approach  to  prplnbiliir. 
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«ppcndij[  are  both  unknown.  The  former,  tike  the  wHter  el 
Matthew,  was  one  of  the  anonymous  early  Christian  auihora, 
probably  of  Jtwish  origin,  who  were  content  lo  .sinl:  their  nanct 
in  their  great  cause  and  subject.  Alt  we  can  discover  is  llie 
general  traits  and  tendencies  of  his  mindt  as  these  may  be 
supposed  to  come  out  in  liis  work.  It  h  not  a  pcuadox  to  My 
that  nothing  in  his  pagt:s  necessarily  implies,  while  levetil 
features  practically  forbid  the  conjecture  that  he  was  an  eye- 
witness. "  His  mastery  of  inidrashic  method,  especially  that  of 
g  'spiritualising'  Alexandrian  type,  reminds  us  of  an  Apollos; 
liis  attitude  towards  Stoic  conceptions  and  to  some  of  the 
commonplaces  of  GiecV  philosophy  rccalU  the  venerable  Ephesan 
teacher  of  Ju.ttin  Martyr.  All  reasonable  inferences  of  this  kind 
have  value  in  proportion  as  they  help  us  to  understand  the 
author,  his  task  and  his  times"  (Bacon,  /vurtA  Goif<t,  4^4).  It 
may  be  a  convincing  proof  of  the  superiority  of  Christianity, 
tliat,  "when  the  exquisite  Greek  word-science,  the  brilliant 
dialectic,  the  dramatic  colouring,  of  the  alluring  life^  the  exalted 
death,  the  perfect  self-sacrifice,  of  the  Ftntonic  Socrates  had 
failed  altogether  to  influence  the  masses  of  mankind,  the  rrligion 
of  Jesus,  springing  from  a  despised  unlettered  people,  triumphed 
over  the  world";  but,  in  view  of  writings  like  Hebrews,  the 
writings  of  Luke,  the  epistle  of  Diognelus,  the  Apology  of 
Aristides,  and  above  all  the  Fourth  gos|)el,  it  is  incorrect  to 
detcribe  ilie  religion  of  Jesus,  in  its  initial  approach  to  the 
ancient  world,  as  "dressed  in  nothing  that  made  it  attractive 
to  the  cultured  intellect."  •  The  Fourth  gospel  represents  tlie 
first  serious  attempt  to  re-state  the  primitive  faith  for  some  wider 
circles  who  were  susceptible  to  Hellenic  influences,  and  the 
author,  in  transbting  the  ^OJ.pel  of  Jesus  for  their  liencfit,  shows 
himself  a  master  not  only  in  his  selection  of  ll>c  matter  he  had 
lo  convey,  but  in  his  grasp  of  the  language  in  which  tie  had  to 
reproduce  liis  beliefs. 

§  10.  Tht  apptndix.\ — The  epilogue  or  appendix  (ch.   »i) 


*J.  M.  SlMflhouM,  Liittaty  AVna>Vu(I9i>5).  p.  319. 

t  SpeciaUllmlarci  IloeUtfa  (  7T.,  1S67,  4i07-4l4< '^  luUl*  lIoc&lHllk 
vsn  bcl  Ticnlt  Cnngcli«')i  KbcihanJi,  Evuh^.  Jt^.  c  ai  M^ll  KMppe 
{ZWT.,  i«99.  33?-:Si):  Z*bn.  INI.  ||  Wj;  W.rxlt  (pp.  34S-jjj}i 
J.  Rirille  (joj-jiol :  Moflali,  HNl.  694  f. ;  llom,  Al/aii>iMs\uii .  Oiuk- 
Mlkkitil,  wJ  Unr.*  nw  Sir.  /li  A'afi,  jn  U9Hi-  Ilu»n,  fmnA  a*t/*l 
in  Utttarth  atki  PtilUt  H^io\,  i<)or.,  11)  f.  (dm  10  (cvi»ton  u  Roou^ 
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describes  a  Galilean  appearance  of  the  risen  Jesus  to  seven  of 
hit  disciples,  which  falls  into  two  parts.  In  the  former  (st '-<*), 
JcSDS  enables  the  disciples  to  secure,  with  uiibioken  net,  an 
astonishing  take  of  feh,  and  then  provides  them  with  a  meal 
upon  the  beach.  In  the  second  part  (ii'***),  which  describes 
the  conversation  a/ler  the  meal  (cp.  Mcrx,  PM.,  1*98,  154- 
160X  Peter  is  restored  to  his  voention,  while  the  destinies  of 
Peter  and  the  beloved  disciple  are  conlraaled.  Finally,  an 
editorial  note  (vv.***^)  vouches  for  the  beloved  disciple  as  llie 
Bulhoiity  and  author  of  the  gos])cI,  and  also  apologises  for  its  lack 
of  completeness  (cp.  Dial.  1414-3416,  and  Lucretius,  1.  4ro  f.). 
The  naive  hyperbole  of  the  latter  verse  is  quite  consonant  with 
COntemjMrary  rabbinism  (see  Bacher's  AgaJa  d.  I'tmitailtn*,  L 
t4  t,  for  a  striking  parallel  from  Jochanan  b.  Zakkai).  The 
fonner  opens  up  at  a  stroke  the  problem  of  the  gospel's  origin 
and  authorship. 

The  true  climax  to  the  gospel  is  ao**^*,  which  Tertullian 
{adv.  Prax.  15)  called  its  "clamula."  Had  the  author  originally 
meant  to  add  the  contents  of  31,  he  would  have  traiuferred  the 
"clausula"  to  a  place  after  ai'*  or  ai»tM>  (Zahn),  as  indeed 
Dr.  Rendel  Hani*  {New  Tctlament  Autographs,  pp.  14  f.)  once 
proposed  to  do,  on  the  ground  that  v.^  implies  an  insuHicicnt 
amount  of  writing  material  (cp.  a  Jn  '*,  3  Jn  "),  After  so"-" 
anything  further  is  almost  an  anticlimax.  The  seven  inj^Za  are 
OHnplet&  Jesus  has  appeared  thrice  after  death.  The  disciples 
have  bH  received  their  commission  (not  to  baptize,  cp.  Mt  18**' 
above,  p,  353,  and  ERE.  \\.  580). 

(a)  Was  tbc  gospel  edited  posthumously,  like  Vergil's  Atneii, 
by  some  friend  or  Mends  of  the  author  (mmmatim  emtnitala)} 
On  this  hypothesis  (Weiss,  Rcuss,  Eberhaidt,  Bovon,  etc),  the 
epilogtie  might  be  the  work  of  Philip  and  Andrew  (ai*cp.  1*0^  6*> 
I7'*-,  to  Haussleiier  *).  or  of  Andrew  alone  (Chastand).  (*)  Or, 
was  the  appendix  added   by  John   himself  t   as  a  deliberate 

*  Both   lUiuBldici  and   IIoio,  hovrcvet,  hold   thai   the  Kppndii   wu 

Iwrillm  during  (he  IHrUinc  and   wiih   the  Buiclion  of  John,  te  Ihiit  their 

I  vlem  le*ll7  appfoiimate  to  (f).     Kenyon  {NdM  It  TtxI.  Cril.  tf  NT,  pp. 

77  r.)  icpri^vnts  ■  populni  opinion   in  con<ludin|[  thai   the  k°*P<'>   ■''cr 

being  dictated  l>y  the  apMIlv,    "Ktm*   to   hive   been   fioallr  utoed  by  a 

CMMnkke  of  the  church  or  F.plicuii." 

t  A>   ■   curioucy   of    criticiiiu,    one    mvf    record    ihe    hjpothesit   □< 
P.F.  VIpliiu  I//A<- inT.  On^trvni  naar d/n  .Sdrijitrvm/ai.  jnri'. ,  Lejden, 
•  1S71),  that  the  epRoi^e,  but  not  the  Eotpct,  came  (ram  ilw  tiand  «f  John. 


^H#V/lf,    I1HA  uic 
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finali  to  hii  gospel  (so,  c;,.  Luthardt,  Godet,  Weslcolt,  Ltghtfoot. 
Plummer,  Schanz,  Becker,  Drummond,  Lepin,  Sanday)?  Ot 
(<)  was  ii  added  by  the  unknown  and  anonymous  author  of  the 
gospel  to  a  work  which  he  had  already  finished  (so,  e.g.,  Renui, 
Hilgenfeld,  Thoraa,  Baljon,  Jacobsen,  Jutkher)?  The  view 
thai  it  was  not  written  by  the  author  of  the  gospel  is  upon  the 
whole  more  probable  than  any  of  these  thcoriea,  even  than 
tlic  last.  As  the  writer  belonged  to  the  ")oluutnine  drcle,' 
and  as  he  was  composing  sn  appendix  (o  the  gospd,  his  style 
naturally  approximate*  to  that  of  the  work  which  he  is  editing 
but,  even  within  the  brief  space  of  the  a^^ndix,  idiosyncrasies 
of  language  and  siylc  appear  which  arc  practically  suHicient 
to  indicate  another  hand :  *  «.,f.  £<(<«<,  Vim&w  ■xtipay  It  rpim^ 
hrtarpi^ai,  ifmCio,  ia-nyut,  roXfiaai,  rpirov  (adv.),  et  i&iX^oi,  £n]m 
with  infinitive.  wai&Ca  for  mcria,  wpnCa  for  wpni,  tytfihtq  for 
<lva<TTat,  and  ^ip*i¥  fur  aytw  (v.'') ;  Jiri  in  v.*  is  dilTerent  from  the 
taX  of  6"*"  (cp.  Dial.  334o-334>) ;  ^tpow  (w."-  '•)  IS  unusually 
employed  to  describe  a  resurrection  appearance  (cp.  Mk  ifr'*-**); 
the  £u'  after  ovnt  in  v.^  also  corresponds  to  the  use  in  i  Jn 
3"  rather  than  10  Jn  1'  14"  1  s",  and  the  disciples  are  described 
in  synoptic  rather  than  Johannine  style  (I'eter  a  Rshemum,  the 
sons  of  Zebedee).  The  date  of  (be  passage — if  appreciably 
diflerent  Irom  that  of  the  gospel — must  have  been  early  enough 
to  allow  of  its  incorjraration  into  the  archetype  of  all  existing 
texts  (not  before  A.IX  180,  Krenkel;  not  before  A.  D.  155,  ErbCi 
in  ZKG;  1901,  lo-ii,  as  unknown  to  Ircnnus).  Several  of 
those  who  insist  that  it  formed  an  integral  part  t  of  the  gospel, 
however,  use  this  conclusion  in  order  to  bring  the  whole  work 
down  pretty  far  into  the  second  century  (particularly  Thocna 
and  Jacobsen),  and  Keim  dates  its  CDm|»>!iition  e.  A.D.  160, 
previous  to  s  P  i'*,  in  the  age  when  the  cult  of  John  was 
rising  in  Asia  Minor.  Probably  it  ii  to  be  dated  not  long  after 
the  Fourth  gospel  itself,  in  the  first  half  of  the  second  century. 

*  Soh  t.g.,  Biur,  SchwegUr  KNZ.  II.  JSS  t),  Sfli^Uea,  Kdn.  Kloppv. 
PAeidcKi,  ChuiCvid  {.l.'ApSirt  Jim,  9S-I0(),  J.  R^ille,  Louy.  Wtiw, 
J.  Wdii.  Bbcdd,  [.00&,  Schnrtz.  Schmitdel.  Bintton  {Xftnu  A  TkM.  adi 
nUt.,  19)6,  JOl  t.),  Htitmnllcr.  etc. 

i  Eipccklly  when  lU  oonlmU  arc  Inlcrpretcd  ■Ikgoricallj  u  reproenu- 
(iont  or  the  Uiicr  church  uid  id  «ipc>icncn,  u.  «./: ,  by  Kdn  (*i  pp.  31  j- 
yiHi  and  Pllcidncr.  Quutand  {L'dfiirt  /tan,  pp.  ^tOf)  npnh  it  at  (Ik 
*ofk  or  t  Ui«t  hand,  Init  a  fruit  of  tlie  spoMle'i  oral  foiled :  "NaoiM 
fai*?n>  cominc  \e  codicillc  i^ui  •Mompagnc  Ic  (aUBtnt  At  fapMrc:." 
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The  appendix  falli  inlo  three  parts  (ai'-"  ai"-"  ai**-**), 
which  are  more  or  less  closely  linked  together. 

•  (i.)  The  failure  of  the  disciples  to  recognise  Jc«us,  which 
comes  in  ftwkwardly  ariei  ao"',  shows  that  originally  the  story  of 
ai'i*  was  the  first*  of  a  Gahlcan  series  of  appcaiances.  The 
abntpt  and  unmotivcd  change  of  place,  from  Jerusalem  to 
Gdilee^  suggests  that  the  vrriier  or  editor  desired  to  harmonise 
the  two  lines  of  tradition  upon  the  resurrect  ion-appearances  of 
Jesus,  but  it  is  tuore  easy  to  feel  this  motive  than  to  trace  its 
mode  of  operation. 

Load  {.a*  AvfttitikmigjUfiihU  imJ  iir  H'trt,  pp.  %tt.)  trfuit  91*'** 
••  buid  oriKtitill}'  on  1  fiie-tetuirection  itory,  which  hui  tieen  mlkjilaccd 
•ad  ooiabinei)  wiih  ■  (ooo-Galilan)  poH-reiurrKlion  oppcannoe  to  Peler 
(«•**•!  ept  R«ch,  TU.  *.  4,  pp.  47  f.,  195  (.).  The  main  Ihcorici  o(  ll''", 
however,  utociate  it  either  (a)  with  ihe  tod  conclusion  ol  Miuk'i  gcBprl,  or 
iH  with  Lk  s''".  (a)  Upon  ihc  lotattt  hypolhuii,  ii  ii  argued  tlutt  Ibe 
paawp  repiGMiiti  •  ini^re  or  Icm  freely  edited  fcrm  of  ihe  toil  ending  to 
Mk.^eDiptl[RohitMch.  pp.sif.  :  }Umack,/fr/..  ii.  i.C^it.aDi  SJVr.i. 
M7f,j  Eberhaidt,  81-83 :  Lotiy  1 1  ■maDobtchiiU, /^ttbmt  J.  af.  Zfila/ter, 
14  1 1  H.  Schmidt,  S/C.,  1907,  4S7),  or,  more  probtU]',  11  variant  of  Ihe 
MOW  trxliiion  (Wendl,  Kinopp  Lake,  pp.  143  L  ;  Heiimallec).  II  Mk.'s 
fo^td  wu  ertc  finuhn],  it   mutt  have  included  n  Galilian  vision  (16'}  in 

r  which  Felei  pUyid  b  proinlneni  (peihapt  *.n  eiclutivc)  x6]e ;  but  even  if  ihia 
were  «<iuivalcnl  (cp.  Meluer,  /*<)/-.  igoj,  147-156)  to  1  Co  ■s'^LIt  14**,  it 
wouM  not  rarre^ond  with  the  nuiaiive  of  Jn  ai''**  (where  Tetcr  11  not  the 
fint  or  the  only  one  10  tee  Ihe  I^rd,  and  where  It  it  not  the  eleven  disciples 
•Kho  are  prcteoi].  If  Mk.'s  original  condiuion  it  to  be  (elt  inywhece,  it  I* 
|*cc  pp.  aj9f.)  in  Ml  aS  rather  than  in  Jd  31  [k>  eapeciallj',  againii  Rohrbach, 

tSchoiiciM,  £Bi.  4054-4055).  (A)  Uui  pouilily  ilic  tioiy  is  liucfl  on  Ihe 
Irkdiiion  of  Lk  5>'"  (to  nuuiy  editors  and  ciiiici.  from  Sirauti  and  Weiuc 
to  Brandl,  Bvauf.  GtitiiiAit,  401  f.  j  Kloppct,  Pfleiderer,  tVr.  ii.  390; 
A.  Mcjti,  WeUhaiuen,  Forbei,  etc.].  The  ordinary  view  of  Ihe  Likui 
ttoey  a  to  find  >  symbolic  reproeniaiion  of  Pciei  undenaking  the  mlMion 


\ 


*  The  lehatiiliution  of  Peter  alio  is  more  tudy  than  might  be  eipcded, 
"One  it  inclined  to  sacrifice  the  historical  accuracy  of  the  writer  of  (hit 
BppcndU  lo  the  Fourth  gospel,  10  Itial  one  may  idciulfy  [hit  meeling  of  jenu 
•ttd  Peur  with  thai  meniiooed  !□  Luke's  eoipel  (24*').  One  may  a^k,  would 
Pda  uopaidonod  have  been  found  in  Ihe  apoaloUc  company'  Could  the 
lonDg  heut  of  Jeiut  have  left  hiin  to  long  uncomrorttd  ?  The  incident  loies 
much  of  ila  Hgnificance  if  placed  at  a  later  date  and  alter  another  mceling 
with  Joaua;  tareljr  Ihe  letloiilion  10  >|HitIlebhip  must  have  uken  place  at 
ihc  lint  and  not  ihe  lecond  meeting  "  (G«ivie,  £*fi.'',  July  1907,  p.  l8|. 

t  Lo'tty  (.^w.  ivaig.  i.  444  f.)  eiplaini  its  presence  here  at  due  to  Luke's 
deliberate  osiltaion  of  ihe  Galilean  appcaiances  and  at  the  tame  lime  (o  b!s 
dcalw  lr>  cootetve  the  story  on  account  of  iit  tymboUc  value.  He  eonsenrcd 
khy  ariogil  not  for  the  rehabilttalion,  but  fur  the  original  call  of  Peter. 
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lo  the  Genliln  only  at  (he  Fiprai  cnmm»nfl  of  Jeuu  (rp.  At  i 
reqniririg  Psnl  or  the  nlhcr  apmiln  in  hbui  hina  (j*),  vhilc  llie  broli 
fci  Rippocd  lo  iinjily  ihc  rupiutr  tittwcfn  Iho  Jrnnh  and  Ihc  (>ntlli 
ChliiUoni.  and  so  fotth  (v.'^Gol  3*|.  Lolty,  who  recojfniM*  (be  irajiiota- 
bilily  of  >  dtiinitc  lymliulisin  in  drtailf,  agreu  with  Holl/mann  aixl  iilhi  il 
■hat  the  un>ucce»rul  iiighi't  luliini;  {i  "  hint  dnuie  une  allution  i  I'inNeeb 
de  la  prtdiciion  apoitoliquc  auprii  let  jutft"— •  tltaofc  alliaiaa  inlKCcf 
Ac  >*"■  )  The  RiiMion  to  Ihe  G«nlTln,  which  ihinc)  thrnngh  bocb  Lk  J*'" 
and  Jn  3l'~'*  U,  however,  u  unniitlakaUc  a«  the  fact  ol  toint  MMMCticM 
between  the  (wo  (tones  □(  iraditioni,  puiiculuty  when  thai  of  Jn  ii*^ii 
reragnlBtd  (aa,«^.,  by  Lonts)  to  havGuiigiiiallyre|>ie9eal«d*pte>re«fiectiM 
incident  which  had  no  connection  with  Jn  il'"'.  Il  la  notionUe  liat 
Luke  (S'-")  subsliiDtw  fot  Mk  l"^=M(  4>'^  •  call  »hich  bol  only  pM 
Pelei  UnV  (before  Jamn  and  John),  but  makes  a  miiaculoui  draaghl  oJ  GshM 
tlic  occaaion  for  a  conrcuicin  af  (infulncu  on  the  pait  ol  Pcltr  *hicll  Jw 
tunii  into  an  aiautance  of  hia  apostolic  vocation.  Thb  wai  probably  ike 
theme  which  tujyjnicd  the  iradilion  of  the  following  Hory  in  It"*-. 

It  U  douliifui  if  even  ii'~"  la  a  unity  a*  U  itvid*,  ihuuKh  (tit  aaalyiM  of 
iu  compoiitc  rhiracier  have  not  yet  te*ched  any  meatuie  of  agieicnient ;  cfk 
Sollau.  who  find*  two  strata  in  ai'*  "  and  li*'  "■**,  H.  Schmidt  tSJC., 
1907,  487-jia),  who  iiace»  the  dual  l)ack|[raund  la  Lk  J**"  and  Lk  14*^, 
and  Voltet  (/)</  BntMhaHgdn  GUihtitt  *h  dit  AuftnitAumi J*iu,  1910.  ffi 
Jl)  who  detect*  the  ndactor'*  hand  la  11*^  '*^'  and  the  aomce  id  ai'^  * 

(ii.)  11ie  rehabtliifiiion  of  P«ter,  with  the  prediction  of  hit 
death  and  of  that  of  the  beloved  disciple  (11'*'"),  is  a  tymbotic 
fragment  which  his  no  synoptic  analogue,*  but  ai**-  may  be 
interpreted  in  the  light  of  a.  synoptic  logion. 

The  fart  that  the  woidi  in  at"  1/  I  tittst  tAal  it  tifiU  nirvimi  ttS 
I  itmt,  ue  iiuin«il  lately  followed  by  on  alluaion  to  amhorihip  (v.**)  hu 
!iu|>ecitcd  the  hypoiheiis  ihitl  they  icfet  to  ihe  latter  form  ol  activity  mi 
iniluence.  (a)  Thiii  hcnitrui  took  Ihe  wordi  ai  a  reference  10  the  apocalypa^ 
with  it>  reitctaird  aUmions  to  the  Ix«d'i  coming ;  on  ihi*  kim  of  the  theecy 
(m  varlouily  Bcngel,  Ebrud,  and  Luthntdi),  John  nirvlved  to  lee  the  Letd"! 
coming  at  the  fall  of  Jerunlcm.  (A)  Sinuu  even  lesa  prat«tily  wtqgpn  that 
)Ur4\»  teeanl  the  petnmnence  of  J»hn'i  teaching,  which  WM  10  oatBve  IW 
Pctrinc  iradilion.t  This  ii  the  idea  of  ai'"*,  where  the  wltncM  (^o^FnfMl 
a  the  permanent  function  futfillei]  hy  ihe  gospd  once  wfilten  (y^^ai);  dM 
diidple,  ihonch  dead,  yet  ipcaketh.     It  ia  )uit  coneetvable  that  Ihe  temi 

■  Sctiwam's  {ZNIV.,  1910,  96  f )  Ihooiy  that  3l>^i*  b  a  doublet  to  Mi 
16""'  toond*  tu-feiched. 

t  Schwarii  (4K  f. )  fsntakiicUly  tefera  ^ta  in  t.»  to  ihc  btet  \effai  U 
John  lying  inconuplitle  in  Ihe  erare  (cp.  Comeo'i  ed.  of  (he  ihM  eiMMy 
jUMMmUm  /V*Ayim,  p.  t<n|,  and  makes  r."  the  latti  addition  of  •  kA* 
whondilook  il  foe  a  tcfetencc  10  the  I'aroiuia.  The  ^«Xa«A>r  of  Pettrh 
no  pro|)er  anllihetla  to  Ihia,  howevet,  and  the  Itfcnd  U  Dot  nmiioiwd  » 
the  I^uciaa  Acta. 
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Rt|^l  apply  to  him  when  nill  alive,  ihou|h  In  thS*  at*  we  riiinld  Iwvc  one 
lioriiy  hcine  cerlific*ted  by  ■  leuct.     Bui  ihe  naiuni  imprtiilan  made 
si"'  ii  Ihal  (hir  Ix-lnvnl  ilitcipli;  hv  died.     J«u>  did  ■•«/  will  llisl  he 
tlKiuId  lUfvlvc  till  Uic  Kcond  cumin)^ 

The  ciidinaiy  intcipieUlion  i*  thai  one  object  or  the  ttorf  wm  to  remove 
an  ciToneoua  impiMuoo  created  liy  John't  longcrity,  It  is  ubviuui  that 
ihU  would  exclude  the  idcniificallon  of  the  belu\«d  dlKipIc  wlili  J<ilin  the 
woof  Zcbcdec.  if  the  early  matlxt-death  of  the  latter  ii  accepied  u  hiiiorical. 
If  it  ll  nut,  the  (iipat  nf  the  liclovcd  diMiple  may  lie  (ii)  tdeiililicij  rilhn 
wtlh  thai  }ahti  oi  with  John  the  pteibyter,  or  du  it)  he  may  be  icsaidcd  is 
the  ideal  Ctuiiiian.  When  (a)  is  fotluwcd,  Ihute  who  rr^^rd  eh.  ai  as  fnim 
■  dilbteiit  hnnd  may  ttill  take  the  tieloved  dl»ciple  of  t-io  aa  originally 
modelled  on  the  apcHtlc  John  ;  in  which  <Aie  ch-  It  betrays  the  conicioul 
or  anoODKious  oonfusinn  ol  the  apostle  with  Ihe  prctbylci.  But  it  is  even 
powtbk  to  iiitciptcl  It*''  In  nicli  a  way  as  la  perinil  ils  tcfecenoe  to  Jolin 
ibe  apoatle,  in  the  lifihi  of  his  early  mnriyrdom.  The  starting-point  of  thi* 
iaMfpMMion  ia  the  inytteriout  uyin^  of  Jesus  gjreserved  in  MIc  g'^Mt  ■6'* 
=  Lk  9**  that  some  (ririi)  of  the  ditciplcs  {not  simply  of  hit  conieniporailM) 
would  surrive  until  he  retomed  in  memianic  gloty.*  Whether  Ml  fau 
ctpanded  ewhaiolociiilly,  and  [.k,  ahlKcviaied,  Ihe  nrieinal  Matcan  form 
{cp.  I  Co  4":  Resch,  r>iral!t I- TtMli,  Mi.  [56  f.).  or  whcihei  Ml.  iicloaer  to 
■be  original,  cnallrn  nothing  fi>r  oiii  present  puijHite.  The  Fourth  cnnKclitt 
hM  already  gencialiied  and  spirit  utillwd  ihc  uyln);  (S"**)  In  chsraderiitic 
(uluao  I  in  It"  it  it  ax,  once  applied  specifically  to  the  beloved  diiciple  and 
altodeand  of  pipular  mitconcepilonii.  Whai  the  wiiici  mrani  is  ihnc  the 
bdoTod  disciple  did  not  stay  where  he  wu.  but  followed  Jctut  in  hia  own 
ftfl,  i.4.  that  John  outlived  Peter,  and,  allhou|;h  he  too  died  as  a  matcyi, 
<Ud  not  die  in  the  unie  way  u  hii  felluw>diacip1c.  Whatever  waa  the 
orig^l  contut  of  the  saying  (cp.  Mk.'i  lal  IXiytr  al^To>t),  it  follow)  in  the 
sjDoplic  liadilion  Cbritt't  claim  that  the  true  disciple  mutt  tike  up  hit 
eroaa  and  follow  the  Lord  [ifiirw  rti  aravpir  aOrai  lal  <li«X«i>0ilrw  /mi, 
Mk  9*=Mt  l6»'=Llc  9").  This  connexion  underlies  the  ataocintlon  of 
Peicr'a  death  on  the  croH  anil  hit  (ullowing  of  Jnus  in  Jn  ]|>*'",  and  alw 
"" —yp—''""  in  It"'  '''  thai,  as  in  the  ease  of  the  Ixlovcd  diKiple,  there 
imi  *  follomn)-  which  did  not  involve  tuch  a  death  and  yet  did  noi,  on  the 
Mhct  hand,  imply  •uivival  lill  the  fciuin  of  Jtitu«.  The  beloved  disdple 
did  001  tufTer  mirtj'idoni  on  the  cross,  b"t  he  did  taitc  of  deiih  licfora  the 
Lotd  returned.  The  point  of  31**-  Ihercfors  lies  in  the  contntit  betireen 
davXsiitfaCrTa  and  lUtttt.  The  beloved  disciple  also/n/Am-r  Jesua  1  he  too  goes 
forwwdloa  marlyrdcath.  Peiei's  question  in  v."  eipressei euriofiiy  about 
the  puticulai  foim  of  that  death.  ]■  It  to  be  the  nme  ai  hit  own,  01  what  ? 
The  r^l7  Id  t."  Is  that  whalevet  be  the  fate  ol  the  other  dUdpIt,  hi*  own 


I 

I 

H     uietiaic  enjo)i 


*  It  b  improbable  (i.)  that  this  saying  is  lo  be  connected  (lo,  4.g,,  O. 
Iloltiraann]  with  Mk  10*=  Mt  jo",  a»  if  Jems  eipccicd  that  wme,  includ- 
ing Jamei  and  John,  would  shire  hii  mariyrdom  ai  Jerusalem,  or  |il.|  that 
it  IS  to  be  icail,  in  the  li^hi  of  Ac  ■j'"'*,  along  wiih  ihc  fcillowing  transligun). 
tlon-rioiy  (.\bboii.  Dial.  >99tt,  mv.s),  u  if  Peter,  James,  and  John  In  their 
lihtiaic  enjo)'ed  the  ouityr's  privilege  of  a  vision  of  the  heavenly  Son  of  Man, 
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datjr  and  dntiny  are  pUin  t  ti  fM  itiKoiin,  0{  ihc  olhet  dudple,  who  u 
■Imlly  followinc  J«u»,  li  (t  Mid,  tir  alrrit  t/\tt)Mjrt»  ftn  ffX'V*!  ^'ll* 
ft;  hete /Uitiir  tun  Ipx't^"  nital>  niivival  till  Ihe  locond  eoniinK  of  Jctn, 
but  the  bet  ih«t  ihc  woiiJi  ue  spoken  abuut  one  who  wu  *.lie»d)-  (olkiviig 
(i.f.  in  (ho  ptc|;iiiinl  «nil  kioful  icnie  oC  (hr  lorm,  on  the  ir>]r  to  mirljrntoa) 
ihows  ibBt  lUrtir  in  thii  conUit  denoie*  >  Christian  life  which  did  act/oilem, 
•  life  which  ilsycd  where  it  wia  (q>.  ii*]  withoul  in(><iii|>.  "Etcii  if  I 
cIlooM  (lul  he  ihauld  nnl  faltow  at  all,  \m  itmaln  where  h«  b,  il  i*  •• 
concern  of  youn."  Tlie  puBSe  thus  cotrccu  the  idea  (il*  =  Mk  9*)  ikal 
John'i  early  marlyidotn  ww  leu  nolable  than  that  of  Pelef'*  or  oW  of  MdMil 
wiih  itie  will  and  word  oi  Jciiu.  I  >u|Q;c«t  thl*  inl«rpr*(atlon  wdb  m«m 
dilTidcnoc  i  but  it  vxna  to  mc  the  only  wiy  of  fitting  in  the  la^oa  (u  apfilkd 
to  John)  to  the  early  itiKityrdnin'l^ypothesi*. 

(tii.)  Ii  is  obvious,  u  Zahn  admits,  that  r.**  was  not  written 
by  the  author  of  tbc  gospel.  "The  toe  includes  the  /  [or  r.* 
«TfKu]  and  excludei  ilie  he  [i.e.  the  fuJ^^ir^  ot  v.**y  VVhethef 
the  we  repraencs  the  Ephcsian  presbyters,  or  a  local  church,  or 
the  apostles  (as  in  the  legend  of  the  Muratorion  Carton),  ot  a  SRiaB 
group  of  apostles  (Hausbleitci),  the  whole  of  ch.  it,  and  oot 
merely  the  imprimalur  of  vv.*^*^,  was  probably  compoKd  by 
.tiie  editor  who  wrote  in  their  name,  ai**'**  is  a  postscript, 
but  it  is  closely  connected  with  what  precedes.  I'hc  narratin 
could  never  have  left  off  at  31^,  though  it  tn't^)M  have  been 
lounded  off  with  2 1**,  v.*  being  subsequently  added  with  a  ton 
of  rhetorical  flourish  to  signalise  the  position  of  the  book  at  the 
close  of  [he  gospel  canon,  How  apt  a  remark,  for  all  its  naite 
hyperbole,  to  be  made  by  a  scribe  or  editor  as  the  dntii  of  tlie 
last  scripture  in  the  collection  of  evangelic  narratives  I  Bat 
although  more  hands  than  one  may  have  touched  the  goipd 
cditorinlly,  v.*'  in  all  likelihood  came  from  the  same  pen  as  the 
precL-dinK  pa:^sage.  The  cxtcrnat  evidence  against  the  vetse  is  of 
the  slenderest  1  Dr.  Gw)-nn,  artei  an  examination  of  the  textual 
phenomena  {Uertuathena,  vifL  pp.  368-384),  even  pronounces 
it  non-existent.  Whether  or  not  its  "  real  service  to  the  scholar 
is  to  illustrate  (he  morbid  disposition  of  editors  and  tcribes 
towards  a  species  of  appendicitis,"  it  seems  to  have  formed 
part  of  the  canonical  text  as  early  as  that  text  can  be  verified. 
The  atmosphere  of  Ji**-"  t»  local  pair iotism  and  revcrciKe  fell 
by  tlie  Asia  Minor  communities  for  the  memory  ot  tlnnr  dis- 
tinguished  head.*     (V,"*  "seems  an    inflated  version  of  »o*," 

*  If  tlui  was  John  the  apostle,  he  muU  have  hem  auityred  m  Asa*  UtoM) 
01  aAer  work  liiere.  Thtt  ih^iry  In  any  cote  rendrn  the  coafiujon  tiMWMI 
bini  >nJ  hianaiiiFukc  in  Asia  more  prolable.    Ittlie  beloved  dtidpte  wis /<Aa 
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Dods,  EGT.  I.  p.  S67.  The  same  idea  is  more  moderately 
INil  in  I  Mac  9"'.)  An  instance  or  (his  habit  of  adding  notes 
10  a  volume  is  atTordcd  by  Ec  13"-  <'*>'•,  although  the  spirit  of 
thai  epilogue  is  corrective  rather  than  confirmatory.  Thoma, 
who  attributes  ai'"  to  the  author  of  the  gospel  (i.t  the 
, presbyter  of  2  and  3  John),  gives  ai"*-  ^  to  the  author  of  i  John 
ait  being  a  biter  insertion;  while  Chustand  &ttribute!i  ch.  ai, 
hkc  7»M1"  i''*-  '*■'*,  to  a  pupil  of  John  who  wrote  after  his 
death.  But  when  the  whole  chapter  is  taken  as  a  unity,  it  falls 
Into  llie  age  and  spiiit  (tCtopper)  of  vv.^  ^,  and  as  the  gospel 
could  not  have  ended  with  ii",  there  b  no  reason  to  take 
Tv.»'-''as  notes  added  before  [jublication  (O,  Holtxmann)i 

S  1 1,  Traces  in  ieiond-ttntury  Uleratun. — The  earliest  traces  • 
of  the  Fourth  gospel  occur  in  (n)  Papias,  {&)  Ignatius,  {t)  the 
Marcon  appendix  {i6»«'),  and  (rf)  Justin  Martyr;  the  allq^ 
traces  in  Potykarp,  Barnabas,  and  Hcrntas  arc  quite  indedsive, 

(a)  Where  Fapios  criticises,  or  rather  reports  the  criticism  of 
John  the  presbyter  upon,  Mk.  for  not  writing  his  account  of 
Jesus  Toftt,  he  is  tacitly  contrasting  the  synoptic  manner  (see 
•bove,  pp-  187  f-)  with  that  of  the  Fourth  gospel  (so,  €.g.,  Zahn, 
SchwarU,  Corsscn  in  ZNH'.,  1901,  aiif.}.  This  b  borne  out 
by  the  fact  that  Ircn3;us  quotes  a  fantastic  exegesis  of  Jn  14' from 
the  presbyters,  evidently  the  presbyters  of  I'apias;  this  lo^on 
might  have  been  current  apart  from  the  Fourth  gospel  (as  has 
been  rccen I l]r argued  by  Kreyenbijhl,  i.  64  f.),  but  the  probability 
is  that  the  presbylerB  knew  it  in  its  present  context  and 
embroidered  it  with  passages  like  Slav.  En  61*  etc. 

iP)  The  conceptions  of  Ignatius  have  been  held  to  imply 
rather  an  acquaintance  with  the  general  ideas  which  reappear  in 
special  gui»e  in  the  Fourth  gospel  and  the  First  epistle  of  John, 
than  any  literary  relationship. 


I 


the  presbTier,  the  umc  motive  opcraics,  i\t.  the  desire  of  tlie  Aiiatic  Chris- 
liuii  lo  uphold  Ihcii  chief  nyxin'it  Ihr  RnniAn  ctaims  of  Peter ;  but,  >c*'<'-  ''''s 
Icftdency  U  morceapticable  if  iheconruiion  between  the  Iwo Johns *m  already 
KECHoptithedi  unlcB  the  pmeni  cimpier  U  a  deUbcrale  utempl  tu  ptomDle  it. 
*  On  the  genenl  Biternal  eridecice  (m  the  ciiculation  knd  icecption  oJ  lb« 
fboith  coipcl  in  the  churches  of  the  lecond  century,  »m  Eint  Abbot's 
CHBy  ia  the  volume  {1891)  by  A.  Peabody,  Lightfool,  and  himxlf ;  E.  A. 
KbhoUiSSi.  i8ijl.]i  Lifiln,  L'Origim,  pp.  iqf.  ;  S«Qdiy,  Crili-itm  ^ 
FtHrik  Gtififi.  ij6f.  :  Zohn  {/.V7'.  %  64)  j  H.  L.  Jwkwn  {FtmHk  Cmftt. 
3S-6i>;  Sianl«n  {GHD.  i.  pan  I),  and  Iboon's  ftmrth  Ctt/tl  it  iPuMi-ci 
_    «W/^«df<(i9IO)  17L 
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This  concliulon,  irguctl  Mpccl«Uy  by  von  dor  Golb  hi  'Ignalliii  i 
Anlioctiien  alt  Chriii  u.  Thcologe'  {TU.  i<i.  3.  pp.  118-144,  197-406}.  ii 
»h»ml  hy  Aliboti  {EBi.  t8a9-»Sjo).  J.  Rf.ille.  IUni»ck  {ACL.  H.  1,  pp. 
396f.,  674),  Schmitdcl  (^^1'.  IJ47),  *ncl  Baoon  {Fturlk  G^tptlim  /tat*rtk 
wmd  Dttalt,  64).  The  dcpcndoice  of  I^iuiiui  is  ai^fixd.  Dot  only  \>j  DIeUe 
(iX.,  190s,  S6i-*0J),»  but  bjr  Lighlfool  (SiilieaJ  £101/1,  pp.  8l£),Z*la 
(iJjir.  ii.  903f.|,  Reich  (pp.  11-11),  UiiiiuiiiiuhI,  LoiKr,  >nd  S«ad>r-  Tht 
(lidcnce  for  tht  UtW  licw  it  "  tomcwhol  inktcroiiauile  "  la  Slanton  {GHD. 
1.  19/.),  knil  highly  protnblc,  th(iu|;h  short  of  ccitiiotr,  lo  lose  {NT4. 
S1-S3).  In  the  Johinnlne  ciicle  ai  thought,  uid  bi  th«  t|;naiun  opUlla 
alik«,  the  great  conttaiti cf  lift  and  Jttti,  God  u)d  Ak  ruler t/ thisifrU, 
•)ipar,  logrlhcr  with  >  prrdilectJun  for  Iho  lune  conceptions  of  TrSriiMd 
rtoni.  dX^fia  and  ^y^n),  Bui  It  li  Ihe  chdtioeentrli:  irniWnc)',  m  (liaai^y 
■narked  in  Ephedans,  which  reappears  dumctciiilicmlljr  in  ibe  F«anh 
{uaprl  and  the  Igfnittian  cpitlln,  whsre  the  entice  value  of  Oiruliuiity  is 
tdcniificd  wilh  the  perKin  ol  Chiitl,  and  where  ibe  eommunicalioa  lA  UK 
divine  knowledge  and  redemption  in  mankind  dependi  eucDtiaJly  npoatbe 
liittorleal  tcallly  of  Jeiuii  (cp.  Jii  6"),  wlio  ically  lived,  mtty  died,  and  really 
rote  BgaintSnfriv.  -^  etc.i  Trait.  t)\.  Tlie  complete  manltood  of  Jeaui*  (ran 
birth  (I*  6"  7"  S")  to  death  (Stiym,  9).  i*  the  hiitorie  pHintee  of  Cod'i 
tnnnirmntion  to  men,  and  to  deny  t!il»  denote*  iha  spirit  of  anticfatol  at 
blupheniy  (Smynt.  $*).  Apart  fiom  the  «^  of  Chriat  ( Troll.  7'},  faiih  b 
vain.  On  the  othef  hand,  *o  \ai  from  impairing  Ihe  divine  Dniqucnei)  of 
ChrlH,  ihii  eucniial  humanity  only  tcrvn  to  bnn|>  out  hit  dcily,  tad 
Ignatiiu,  while  diitinguiihine  him  front  the  F«lhei  \t.g,  Mafu,  6*  8*}.  foci 
to  &r  u  in  call  him  9tit,  and  10  apeak  of  a(ua  0»O  KBfh.  ■'). 

Ai  in  Ilebicwi  to  in  Ijjnatlut  and  the  Fourth  gotprl,  ttw  abMlnlc  tad 
uniituc  chaiactcc  of  the  Christian  revelation  doei  DM  ncUadc,  bat  nther 
impliMi  that  amutiK  the  Hehrewt  ihit  culminating  epoch  had  been  pnctkally 
Milldptted.  The  piophcla  of  old  (cp.  Magm.  S*"*)  had  been  Inaplttd  b]r  put 
lo  tpeak  and  luffer  i  their  life  had  been  larl  Xpurtr,  and  coosequeatly  they 
had  tlllla  vi^nllicanceand  authority  fut  Chriiiiaii*  f^/rn.  7.  cpL  Jn  ^  ij"}. 
F.ven  the  Mosuc  kiw,  properly  i«saidcd,  ww  a  uep  towards  bith  In  Chriil 
(Jn  S"  7"  etc-.  cp>  Smym.  j').t  But  the  latter,  as  fiiul,  nipenedca  all 
prcvioui  revrliiinna. 

In  Tgoatiiu,  horercr  (cp.  Ro  8*,  M^a.  8*],  at  oppoaed  to  the  FouRh 
goipel,  the  Logoi  a  amiciated,  by  a  play  on  itt  etymotagioal  ajpilfcanw, 
with  the  tctf' utterance  of  Cod,  connected  with  rrAfia  and  )iii)n.  and  CM- 
Irosied  with  the  tileoce  of  the  divine  nature.     Purthermoie,  the  — -rtwlft '— 


*Thclitcl  that  Ignaliua  develops  the  I.opM-Uea  on  naive  rellgloM  Mitcf, 
•nd  not  on  the  temi. philosophic  line  of  the  Fourth  Bospel,  m\M  w*  be  laka 
(uby  Dictir,  p,  jS7)aadetciniinine  ihecharaclet  of  tht  Utter.  ThcalbrilN* 
of  the  l.xig(H-ide«  in  the  Fourth  gospel,  with  ttwii  undoubie-l  tclMa  «f 
rbilonic  speculation,  amply  show  Ilui  the  idea,  as  we  see  from  llebwaa  aad 
John'*  apocalypae,  waa  cafable  of  varied  application  bi  the  hand*  of  latkd 
wiiten. 

t  Ja  4**^  and  Ign.  Maxn.  10*  both  rrfp^id  Judaism  m  tb«  {iRlade  lo  the 
uiverwl  and  (pintual  religion  of  the  ChiiiL 


I 


LATER  TRACES 

UrthinddctthorChriit  (SfiA.  19*)  at  the  oidlnal  mnmenU  nrhlnwinc 
«Mk  uiggcstt  ■  ilevelfipmvnl  of  the  rsiitinc  idou  in  populu  cooibiiuiian  wUh 
ihc  tattt  qmoptlc  iiadKind.  nthcf  (lian  »  n:t\rctiitn  of  the  Juhannme  thought. 
Ismlius  alio  tcRccIs  the  Pauline  concepiion  in  the  emphuii  which  he  aiUclio 
to  Ihc  dnili  of  ChritI  a  lumming  up  ih«  ligniliaince  of  hii  rapOKtU  i£/A. 
7',  Smjrm.  $',  Pkil.  8»  9*).  In  eolloe»iing  the  viiuin-ljinh  wiih  Ihia,  he 
uumilaies  Paul's  thouehl  to  the  later  lynopiie  itadiiion  of  Ml  1-1  and  Lk 
1-].  But,  u  in  PsJit  the  death  of  Jeiui  itt  fiee  the  tedeemini;  po*e(t  of  the 
ftMn  life,  lo  In  IgnBtiui  the  <le>th  ol  ChiiM  standi  In  lelallun  t(>  the  tcmi- 
phftical  mncepiian  of  fuii)  ai  equivalent  to  i4)dApala,  the  Ullcr  ttate  of 
Imraorlalily  Imn);  candilioncd  by  that  triumph  m'ct  sin  *  and  dnth  which 
Jenu  achieved  by  hit  tiniest  biilh  and  roJcinptivc  dmh. 

The  thouf^ht  and  even  the  luigunge  of  Sm/ru.  i'  are  almcHt  as  Pauline  a* 
Johanninc  (I>**^].  The  paiMge  followi  a  *mlence  where  Igniitiui  echoes 
Ro  1'  and  the  lynoplic  liadilion  of  the  virein-birlh  and  baptitm  (Ml  j"). 
He  then  proceed*  to  describe  Chriit  ai  fmfy  naileJ  iif  (laitiiXuii/fOf  )y^  tar 
Idin  in  I ki fifth  iri  Worrlati  lliAdrav  (i  Ti  6")  taX' W^hov  mpifrum  .  .  . 
Ikat  it  might  ill  up  an  ttiiiga  |Ii  5*  49^)  ts  ail  agii  ikrttigk  tkt  nlurrtf 
tirm./tr  kit  ioi'hIi  am! /aili/ul  enti  (cp,  Eph  t'),  uAttirr  amoHg Jtiut  tr 
vntng  CmliSrt,  in  oni  kady  of  Ail  cAu/vA.  The  underlying  thought  i%  no 
■BMC  than  B  popular  adupintion  of  tliat  in  Eph  i"*-  3'"-,  where  tlie  death 
tr  #ivl  and  reiurreciion  of  Jrtiu  arc  the  divine  meant  of  uniting  Jew  and 
Gentile  ii  tn*  t^iy.  Tlie  influence  of  Puuliniiin,  however,  doei  noi  eiplain 
Mtldaelorlly  the  letembUnce  between  Ij^naliut  and  Ihc  Fourth  Rospel.  Ai 
^iMtus  uaea,  but  inexacUy  cites,  the  epistles  of  Paul  without  any  (oinial 
citation  ot  reproduction  of  ihrir  conienti  in  Iny  given  paiiage  (cp,  t^.  1  Co 
l>*'inth  7>aH.  11,  SiH/m.  t),  why  may  not  he  have  dealt  with  the  ten  of  the 
Fouitb  [oipel  similarly  ?  May  not  the  sovereign  freedom  of  ■  Biiiei  who 
MM  Mtlier  wriiin|;i  to  help  out  hli  ehanctcdsiii:  ideni,  neglecting  the  fom 
bat  cenuring  10  modi  of  the  spirit  aa  he  found  congenial,  be  held  Kt 
cqdaiB  the  one  problem  as  well  as  the  other  I 


(<•)  As  Mk  t6**>(pp.  J39f.)  prestjpposcs  lh«  Fourth  gospel 
(cp.  e^.  Ssnday,  Crilkism  of  Fourth  Gospel,  pi  244,  and  Bacon, 
Fourlh  Gosfffiin  Rtttarth  and  Dfhalf,  aijf.),  this  dates  the  Utter, 
or,  at  any  rate,  1-20  (Elacon),  prior  lo  the  middle  of  (he  second 
century. 

(J)  Jostin  Marlyi:  cp.  Schwcglcr  {NZ.  \.  »i6  f.,  359f), 
Hilgenfetd  (ZWT.,  1S79,  49a  r..  J.'s  relation  (o  Paul  and 
Fourth  gospel),  Bousscl,  DU  Ei'slitnatalt  Justim  </<■/■  M^rtyrers 
(1890),  and  /^ahn,  GK.  L  463  f. 

The  only   question  with    retard  to  Jtittin  \i   whether  he 

attributed  the  gospel   to    John  the    apostle,  as    he   did  the 

apt>calypse.    The  gospel  was  certainly  in  circulation  when  he 

[  wrote,  and  thererore  it  is  protuible  that  echoes  are  to  be  heard 

*  A  point  at  which  the  affinilici  of  Ignaltui  with  1  John  are  mtloeable^ 
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in  placts  like  yf/to/.  i.  6i  (-Jns")  and  Dfa/.SS(-]a  i*" 
thouj^h  Ac  1 3**  ia  as  probable  a  source),  though  not  in  W/W.  ■** 
(  =  Jn  19",  /octfitft I- misunderstood  as  in  Goif*l of  Ptiti\.* 

The  inrteprnilcnt  ctuinctcr  o(  Ju«lln'»  IinKot-ilixirlnt,  uii)  itw  MaotWtt 
or uiy  deliniic  ■lIuiioM  in  hji  wrilinp  lo  Ihc  l-nunh  go^'P'^*  Kadci  tt  bigWf 
probable  that,  like  If-nmiui,  he  did  not  mign  i(  >ny  aulhonialire  posiliM  N 
■jitpottolicoijohiinnine  wutk,— it  Uiloutitful  iTheevcn  r>nk«d  It  snMngibi 

(tro/in)Marri)uaTa  TAr  dvotfrAur,— bat  Ihc  evidmce,  «ocb  u  it  i>.  indloUci 
that  '\\  u'u  known  tu  him.  Thii  conclDuon.  which  ii  pnicliciilljr  thu  anhcd 
Kl  by  Kclm,  Thorn*.  HilGcnreld,  Hirnack,  J.  K/iHIk.  KrcrcobBM,  Loliy, 
uidlkiuuci.docinotgalo  br  as  thai  of  scholars  like  Cira  Abbot  (/fairA«rtl^ 
if  fmrth  Cviftl.  ill.),  ^evih  {P^raJlilitxIt  tm/t».tjl.),  and  Drumnood 
(^.  86-161),  who  think  that  Jtuiln  believed  in  the  Johannine  authonUp, 
bill  it  is  an  advanoe  upon  the  older  atiiiadc  of  mpiicisin  which  eovid  not 
find  aiiy  Mcurr  trarr  uf  the  Kuunh  ipiapel  in  Jmltn  at  all,  and  much  mon 
ujxiii  i)ic  view  of  ihoK  who  Kgued  that  juiiin  repiaenied  a  (taje  of  I>asot- 
spcculaiion  prior  to  the  Foaiih  gospel. 

The  inferences  from  such  uses  of  the  Fourth  gospel  are  inooo- 
elusive,  and  even  unfavourable  (see  below),  so  far  as  the 
Johanninc  nuthorship  is  concerned,  but  thcf  converge  upon  a 
proof  that  it  was  in  circulation  from  the  second  decade  onwards 
of  the  second  century  in  Asia  Minor  at  least;  the  Johannioe 
teaching  and  tlie  Johanninc  episllcii  (with  (he  apocalypse),  whoM 
existence  is  verified  for  that  period,  are  not  suRictent  to  account 
by  tliemseU-es  for  the  phenomena  of  the  so«alled  "  echoes  "  of  the 
Fourth  gospel,  t.g.  in  Papiox,  Ignatius,  and  Justin.  I'hcy  do  twl 
sitggt;st  that  the  gospel  was  reckoned  as  ttie  work  of  John  the 
apostte,  but  ihcy  arc  sufficient  to  prove  its  dilTusioD  as  early  u 
the  first  quarter  of  the  second  century.  '  * 

3  II.  T/le  Jatt.—The  various  dates  to  which  th«giMp«1  hai 
been  assigned  cover  a  period  of  about  one  hundred  years.  It 
has  been  placed  between  70  and  85  (Wittichen,  Alford, 
Keithmayr,  BIcck),  between  So  and  90  (Ewald,  Godet,  Bispinf, 
Wcstcoti,  Calmcs,  Zahn),  between  90  and  too  (Hai^ienot, 
ijaiiffol,  B.  VVeiJis,  Comerlynck  -  85-95)^  e.  a.n.  too  (Lightfoot, 
Wciisackcr,  Reynolds,  Mamack~af^cr  95,  Cornely.  Lepins 
before  too),  between  100  and  110  (Kenan,  Schenkel),  in  ioo« 
135  (0.  Holtzinann,  j.  R^villc,  Jiiticher,  Lolsy),  in  130-140 
(Hilgenfeld,  Kcim,  Thoma.  Liil«lbcrgcT,  A.  R^villeX  m  140-155 

*  Both  the  Gatftl  ef  Pttrr  nnd  J  ustin  appatenlty  go  back  to  tbc  Ai*» 
PitatiM  [h[«  point.  It  li  tupctlluoui  toauumoa  tnitreadiag  of  iha  I'oanb 
fvqwl  {cp.  DCG.  L  67S,  u.  758). 
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(BrGtschncidcTsr.  150,  Schwcgler,  Z«ller,  Volkmar,  Taylor, 
Pfleiderer,  van  Manen,  Kreyenbiilil,  Schinicdel,  Schwartz  ^A 
150),  and  in  160-170  (Baur,  SchoUcii,  Bruno  Bauer).  Recent 
criticism,  however,  has  lopped  off  several  branches  on  both 
tides.  It  is  now  recognised  generally  that  the  use  of  the  gospel 
in  the  circles  of  Valcntinian  gnosis*  niles  out  any  date  after 
e.  130;  again,  if  Justin,  Ignatius,  and  Papias  in  all  likelihood 
were  acquainted  with  it,  this  excludes  any  (ermmns  ad  yurm 
for  itA  composition  much  later  than  a-d.  iio.  The  Urminut 
a  fuo,  on  the  other  hand,  is  determined  approximately  by  the 
date  of  the  synoptic  gospels,  all  of  which,  aa  we  hare  already 
«ccn,  were  probably  known  to  the  writer- 

(a)  One  queMion  hu  indnrd  been  railed  whid)  would  leave  k  tain  (lat« 
Op«a.  Vat*  5*  (Mr  1XX«  f\9-j  Ir  r«i  irliiiaT%  ry  Hi<f.  ttilmi  Mu^inSi) 
alhidc  (o  the  movcmenl  hauled  by  Bar  Kochba,  the  pKU(li>-iimiiah,  under 
Hadrian  i  Thii  tnlefpretniion,  which  hna  been  urged  eipedally  hj  HtlEenMd 
{Sml.  738'-).  ErbM.  P!lriile(ei,  and  Schmiedcl  \EBi.  »SSi).  would  piefvnt 
the  Cbmpantian  □[  the  gaipel  from  being  earlier  ihan  a.i>,  135,  udIcs  «ith 
Wttlhaiucn  we  legard  (he  Mying  aa  an  inltrpolation  (lee  above,  p.  j7]^-inuch 
■f  the  allusion  In  the  Paliiia  (v.  10.  16}  ■□  Philip's  murder  prorei  that  Arl*totlt 
wrote  IhU  pauee  or  the  entire  Imliie  after  336  ii.c.  The  rtfcteoce  li 
pol  to  any  hiitoiical  peraonalily,  however,  but  to  ihe  belief  (cp.  3  Th  s) 
that  antlchfui  would  ariie  oui  of  Jadaltm  (to,  t^.,  Uouuei  and  I^oity). 
(i)  Upon  the  oppoiicc  ndc,  the  dependence  of  the  pspci  upon  the  lynoptic 
wrtien  haa  been  challeti(:e<l  in  favour  of  a  much  earlier  dale.  Repeated 
attemptt  have  been  made,  mainly  on  the  eround  of  5'  [fnir  er.V,  on 
whtdi  Bagel  oammenU,  itn'fsit  JohoMms  «nl*  maita/liitrm  urMi),  lo  put 
John  pdor  to  A.D.  70  {'■  70>  KcMh,  Michaelii),  and,  indeed,  tn  the  lynopiie 
polpel*,  which  are  tupposed  to  correct  and  amiilify  iU  Uadiliont  Sm 
Cipecially  the  teccnieuayi  (anet  LAmpe,  llahnebcrg,  J.  T.  Ueck,  and  CuHtl) 
of  WUIIig,  Daj/ifk.  Sfgim  tmd  itiiu  AifaituHgjuit,  1897  (reviewed  by  H. 
A.  A.  Kcnntdy,  Crit.  Ktp..  1897, 154-356 ;  BIa*s.  PMlal.  Gsufili,  141  f.,  and 
Holmnao,  TIZ.,  1S97.  J7<)f-);  W.  Kap^n,  ittut  Unimu.tt,tixrn  sitrdtm 
QuUmmirt  Jtr  ritr  £pic/iem.  igos  ;  W <lmt,  Ar  (/nf  mug  Ja  /ai.  Xvgtmi, 
■904,  and  II.  Gebhardi,  diit  Ai/aisungjuil  dti  Jc^sKmn  Evflf$,  1906,  with 
llaleombe's  independent  theory  in  T^i  i/iUtrit  XtUtiait  tf  iht  Caiftli,  An 

*  If  the  Eju£rhia  of  Baiilidci  bued  on  (he  Fourth  £o>pet,  (hii  would 
nore  than  cotrotionle  a  dale  earlier  than  tljidiian  ;  but  pouibty  (cp. 
^^llldi•Ch  in  ZNW.,  19c*,  13&-146)  lla^lidca  commented  on  an  edilion  o( 
Lake  (ic«  abuve,  p.  187).  The  anti*giioiiic  aim  1*  cin-ied  lo  unreal  eitremci 
bjr  SehirafU,  who  rifaidiiame  oflbc  eilitorial  addllloniiiuinti'Valenliniaiii 
Kg.  8"  (J",  iec  alMve,  p.  536)  In  order  to  controvert  ihcir  Ihliiy  (cp, 
U  3")  «on»,  and  the  feilal  journeyi  in  order  (o  upset  Ihcit  one-year 
inlniMry  of  Jesit,  with  Ihe  omiMinn  of  Simon  the  Cyrcnian  on  accounted  the 
l^tioauc,  dokctie  abuM  of  this  figure  in  the  pauion  -xtory. 


■    I^Doauc,  aoKc 
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Stt^  Mranl  n-fttottiiUfif  TtiiHf/iatt'i  aavmit  tit^i},»ai  iaXT.U.  fp. 
77r.,it5l.,>GSf.,3ijL,  fO^r.,  V.  M4r.    ThehrpothMuUketrariowfonu. 
Thiu  W.  Kupptn  puu  Mk.  lui[64f.)»»l  Lk.  (pp^  j}-;;)  ixiMcdiuelr  ifm 
John;   wlillc  Hilr«inl>c  puU  Lk.  Us(  «nd   Mk.  w^md.     Bui  it  ii  alniM 
■npeilluoiu  to  aild  Ihu,  in  tny  TonB,  the  iheocy  mil  not  bear  lumlnMlcB. 
The  UM  of  the  ptmni  lenae  (Blong  wilh  [he  pnit.  tp.  4*  ti*  |8>J  ii  im 
rriieaot  ht   ihc  canirmporsry  tiltCcnM  of  *  building  or  inMiRitioa,  u 
llebicwi  Bnd  jmcphiu  arc  luflidcnc  to  piove  1  Ihc  ahtence  aftay  alliukm  in 
Ih?  Fourlh  goipel'   la  Ihc  fall  of  Jetualem  U  no  leiiaui  pto  atuiul  ib  ^h 
coRipoKilion  tttti  A.D.  70 ;  the  exicriul  evidence  of  Inditlon  (cp.  Wri);ht  Id  ^M 
£T.  y.  358f.)  apon  the  otdet  et  the  gospcli  b  ndihcf  unuilnMui  nor  of   ^ 
primuy  Importance  (kc  above,   pp,  14-16) ;  and,  finally,  Ihe  order  of  Itie 
qmopik  eoipcLi,  necctiltaled   by  ihii   iheory,  it  tbaolutdf  laipcMftIt  (^ 
Wiighl  in  Sr.  W.  497-JOt,  V,  it6l.,  16SI.). 
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Ll-iaHATUtS.— <<))  Editioni— (L  K<>f  ihtee '  JnhaMiioe '  rpisilei)  i— Gralliii 
dSSo);  Calnn(i565l;  Acg.  lluonhu (1566)1  Calovlu»1i6so|;  W.  WUtioa 
<I7I9);  Zachaiue  (1776)1  S.  F.  N.  Morua  (1786)1  S.  G.  Lviee  (1797); 
H.  E.  G.  I'kuliu  O819):  lU  Wellc  (iSj?  f.);  Jaclimnn  \\%%%\:  Lodie* 
(18401  thiid  ed.,  Benheau.  1S56)*  %  J.   E.  F.  Sandtn  (EltwHold,  itsOi 

C.  K.  Mijrer  (iSji);  DUsienlieck  (Goitingen,  l8s6}[  C  WoddlMRli 
(London,  i860) ;  Ewald.  Oit  Jfh.  Brif/i  MtruUl  m4  rrtUrt  <n«(ttf«M, 
1861-1);  Mocgui  (Edlo.  1S65);  B.  BrOcknct  [—  de  Wellc*,  1867)1 
F,  D.  Maurice  (1X67)1  Biipine  I1874)  I  R«<»>  (1878):  IIuilKr(—  Meyrt*, 
itSo;  En|[.  u.  l8&i|i  AlcundtT  iS/*ain'i  C™m.  1S81)*:  rope  (SchaTi 
Ckrm.  tSSj):  Branne  (—  Lanee',  1S85  ;  Vjtf..  u.  1887);  C  A.  Wolf* 
(tSftjIi  Plummet  ICGT.  i8S6)i  B.  F.  Woicoil'  (1893)*:  LMbtdi* 
I—  ZScklet,  1895)1  B.  Wmi  (—  Meyei*.  1900)  •;  W.  H.  Bennett  (CA 
tL  d.):J.  e.  Belicr  (1906I;  Bauniguten  {SNT*  1907);  H,  P.  Foibei 
(litltm,    Hii^t    tt    NT,    I*.    1907I1    Holtnnaim'ftuier  *    (//C    1908)1 

D.  Smith  |£6T.  1910);  A.  Kxmuy  (If/i/mouftr  AT,  1910).  (B.)  (e' 
*  t  John '  alone) ;— John  Collon  {M  Pntrliiat  Cammattaty,  I,>oinilMl,  t6jsl  I 
C.  Rickli  (181SI  t  Ne*ndei  (1S51  ;  Eng.  tr,,  ConanI,  New  York.   1853)1 

E.  Haupt  {1869.  tng.  tr.  1879);  Rothr  (1878,  Knc-  ir,  is  ST.  iiL-v,)*| 
Liat (1887)1  C.  WaUonliSfi.  seconded.  1909). 

{t\  Sludia— (i.)  of  I  Jn.  : — Oporinui^  PartMtit  Jmuhii  ad  primn 
Chriiliant,  etc.  (G^ttln^n,  1741);  J.  C  F.  (.Afflci  {Sfiitaia  frim*  J*k 

■Wrilleo  in  Ephenii  (Gebhaidt)  or  in  Jeranlem  iWiUiif,  WiIm, 
KUppera.  Hal'^'iiiil'r),  IJilvke  (jVA'Z,  1898,  t]9-iS5  =  'duJoh-EvclB 
bci  Ccltua'),  wboa£icc4  oith  Delff  ihit  the  author  wai  Ihc  piietlljr  J«hM of 
Jenualem,  and  llint  CcUui  knew  ihc  Fourth  gmpel  ninw  6''^  *.  ■P*^ 
with  Wuiiii;  in  dntiii|[  the  oti|:inal  prioi  to  a.d,  70, 

*The  10  csUd  'cpiilles  of  John.'  especially  the  fint,  are  dttcoued  In 
nw>t  tnono|;nphi  on  (be  Fourlh  EMp*'  ti"^  above,  pp  516C)  w>d  oAeti 
edited  in  the  ipocikl  comincntatiea  on  (he  'Catholic  epbtlet'lm  p>  ]i8). 
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imettlrn  tnfHptart  itgotar,  I784);  C.  f.  Wundn  (t/tnim  frima  tfiiItU 
Jtk.  arlui  t  luJ^i  tl  judat-CkriilMnit  mixta  tarifia  tsf,  1 799) ;  ('■  C>  FlUC 
[1^  AtHitkriUit  H  fmubi-pnfJuiii  in  tpttt.  /ph.,  TllWnB*n,  iSoj)  i  M. 
Webct  \AiHkauia  tfiit.  priimt  taantiit  vimli<ata,  llolle,  tSij)  1  F.  H, 
K«n  {D*  tfisttta  jik.  nniHie,  Tubingen,  i8jo)i  Schlagenhaufcn'i,  £lti(i 
air  ta  ft  Jmi*  (liS4)  i  D.  F.iitDtnal/'rima  yaAimnii  f^'iuit  ar^iHtntuiH, 
Mfiut  et  tmiillim,  Betlin,  1855);  C.  E.  Lulhuitl  {Dt  frima  JatMnit 
tfitUJM  {fmfmn'timt,  1S60);  Siticker"!  ItUnd.  atijfylifm  (Sinaburg, 
1861):  Joh.  Ricmmt  {Di  fUfttifiiii  van  den  tr$ltn  Britf  van  Jtk,  in  kil 
kisttrisck-triiisik  Otidmeti  uaar  dm  Oeripnmg  vol  M  Vierdt  EvangtHi, 
Umdit,  1869 :  cpinile  and  goipcl  by  apoatlc)  i  J.  Slockmeytr  {Dit  Stmtttir 
4tt  mim  Jak.  Biitfei,  B»tc  1873);  HolUmann  *  iti /PT.  (t88l)690l. 
(iSSa)  iiS£,  l3Gr.,46ci(.;  E.  Manecnot  (VJ^otoux' Z>d.  ii.  1191-1391); 
V.u\,  JaianH,  Sludirn  I  (1H98)*  ;  Wohtcnbctg  INA'Z..  1901,  ijj  C,  6ja  f., 
'Glosien  lum  crtlen  JohinnUtuicf ') ;  M.  Goi;uel,  La  nolian  Jiimtm^ut  da 
lEtfril,  I901[pp.  147-153.  '•"t  '■  iWcilopcde  U  frtemiire  <pllre ') ;  Wurm, 
Di*  /rrUkrtr  im  trittn  JfioHMttirir/ [\<)OA,  in  'BibliKhe  Sludien/ riii,|( 

to.  G.  FindUy  {FiHawihif  in  Ikt  Ufa  EMitaJ,  1909,  S9C)*:  R.  Uw, 
Tk*  resit  ef  ti/i*  (1909),  <ii.)  of  til  tht«e  :— HolUmann  {BL.  ilL  343- 
3S1) :  Sabailn  [ESK.  viL  177  (.) ;  Hnilr,  Dfr  EvgtitI  Jak.  utnl  iif  Ami- 
thriilaa  liiner  tail  (iSSjl ;  Faint,  Early  Days  af  Cin'iiiaHity  {ch. 
KxiL  r.):  Cox,  rriv^/e  Ltlltrs  af  Sf.  Foul  anJ  Si.  /iMh  (1SS7) ;  G1aa)t, 
IntrtJ,  U  Ca/k.  /iff.  (1S87),  3C4-]5D;  Cone,  Tie  Ctiftt  and  in  torlittl 
InUrfrtt.  (1S93)  3ZO-317  ;  S.  D.  F.  Salmond  KOB.  u.  718-741) :  UcClAcK 
\AA.  617  f.):  B»«1<1  i^AA.  418  f.);  Pflcidcret  \Urt.  ii.  yjfit,  441  f.)) 
Moflall  SUNT.  SJ4f)J  C.  H.  Gilbert.  rA*  FirtI  /nUrfrtitr,  a^ Jims 
(1901,  301-331);  Clemen  {,ZNfV.,  1905,  171-181)!  "on  Sodcn  {tXT. 
374  f.)l  Schmicdel  {EBi.  ass6~156land  Evang.  Bn't/t  u.  OfmSaruHg  Jii 
Jakanmat,  1906,  Eng.  tt.  igoi);  A.  V.  Gicen,  Efketian  CaiuiiitaJ  tVriiinp 
(I9><^  118-163). 


S  I.  S/me/ure  and  tmlUnt, — SpecU)  literature :  Erdmann  {of. 
tit,  pp.  6-45),  H&upt  (fip.  tit.  34S  f.),  Wicsinger  (^A'.,  1899, 
57StX  Hiring  (r^^.  lyi-jooX  Weilcott  and  Hort  (£jg*.'^  iii- 

Thti  eacyclica  or  pa.stontI  maniresio  was  wnlten  nnlher  at 
the  request  of  iu  readers  nor  in  reply  to  any  communication  on 
their  part.  ^yti»i  moycd  the  author  (i*)  to  compose  it  waa 
anxiety  about  the  effects  produced  on  the  church  by  oeruin 
con  temporary  phases  of  semi-gnostic  teaching.  The  early 
connection  of  the  document  wiih  the  Fourth  gospel  suggests 
that  (he  churdi  may  have  been  that  of  Asia  Minor,  bi  the  first 
insuncc,  but  the  absence  of  any  local  or  individual  traits  renders 
even  that  a  matter  of  inference.  In  any  ctae,  the  author  plainly 
meant  his  words  lo  have  a  wider  range.  His  trail  or  manifesto^ 
nhicli  is  thrown  into  a  vague  epistolary  fgrm  (i*  a"-  '■••  '*"•  *• 
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S"),  is  a  'catholic'  homily,*  tn  the  original  sense  of  the  term. 
"Substitute  the  word  'say'  for  'write'  .  .  .  and  one  might 
imaf^ne  the  whole  discourse  delivered  in  s|>eech  to  the 
assembled  church"  (['indUy,  59}.  "Non  uidetur  percgre 
misisse,  sed  coram  impertiiMe  atidi  tori  bus  "  (Bcngel). 
.  The  plan  or  it  is  unstudied  and  unprcincditaied ;  it  resembki 
\a  series  of  meditatiorts  or  variations  on  one  or  two  simple  ilietnei 
yather  than  a  carefully  constructed  melody ;  and  little  success  has 
attended  the  attempts  to  analyse  it  into  a  double  {God  it  Ligkl, 
Gcdis Lovt:  Plummer;  i^-s"  a*-5*:  Findlay),t  triple  (i*-a" 
ju_^<  4T_j»i .  Ewald  i  God  ii  light,  God  ii  JfigAttums,  Gad  u 
Lovt:  Farrar),!  fourfold  (i^i-i"  »'"•  »»-j»»  ^"-5'-:  Huther). 
or  fivefold  (i*-i"  i'»-»t  jW-jJ*.  i**"^-^*^  ^^n :  Hofmann)  amuige 
ment.g  After  defining  the_  .QuujiUad  •rMvo*^  _wtiiph  Jorms  hii 
subject  ()'''}i  the  author  proceeds  to  outline  its  con^tigoCCi^ 
3'^  under  the  category  of  an  antitbeus  between  Ughtaad  dark- 
ness. The  fir^i  of  these  is  a  due  scnscof  sin  (cp.  Karl,  ofi.  dr. 
97  f.),  leading  to  a  sense  of  forgivenMs  through  Jesus  ChrisL 
The  second  is  obedience  to  the  supreme  law  of  brotherly  lovt 
(cp.  IgnaL  Smyrn.  6).  Unless  these  conditions  are  fulHilled,  ■ 
fatal  darkness  falls  upon  the  soul.  Hence  the  writer  passes  to 
ihe  dangers  of  tinvnivU  (a'***"),  under  the  further  category  of  an 
antithesis  between  truth  and  falsehood;  the  pressing  (h^HI  isa  ■ 
recent  heretical  view  of  Owiit'i  person  which  threatens  the 
existence  of  any  xoirutia  with  God  or  man.  He  then  developi 
the  characteristics  of  the  Roti-ui-i'i  (}''"}  as  sinlessr>ess  and 
brotherly  love,  under  Ihe  category  of  an  antithesis  between 
God's  children  (cp.  1*  dom  of  him)  and  the  devil's  children. 
This  mutual  love  balks  so  largely  in  hia  mind  that  be  enlarges 
on  three  of  its  elements,  viz.,  confidence  towards  God  (j'*^ 
moral  discernment  {\^*),  and  assurance  of  union  with  the  God 
of  love  (4^'*').  all  these  being  bound  up  with  a  true  faith  in  Jem 

*  Thi«  wu  seen  long  tqp  t>y  llcidesgei  and  Bcnjiet,  amoncx  oUmti,  aod 
b  now  general  1y  aoccplcd. 

tDuitrrilieek»f«IAlford(<7iirf /(/.//*/,  i»-»*j  Gttii)  Kigitwmt.i^fi. 

I  De  Wcnc  (i»-3"  3»-4*  4»-s"),  Hort  li"-*"  j»-3"  4'-5"),  ErfiMiui 
{i»-a"  3>«-3»  3"-s").  Hiufrt  d'-a"  a'^-S"  S^».  V-  "-  K'l*"  «•  *»i#   ^ 
ChrHitHMi.  189s.  a;  f..  iao(.  H»-i"2"-4'4M"t.  rflekletei  (i«-3»s»-"4i-  ■ 
S**!,  etc     Itenerl  antl  SanOcr  diriile  i(  attiridallr  an  a  tiiniurUn  platt.  ^B 

I  "Like  ihe  Joublinip  uf  (lie  U^caii'lM  new  wMch  hr  livol.  Ihe  pwgwM 
of  the  oputtls  at  timet  louki  mote  like  retroeieulMi  than  advuice ;  bat  tfal 
pro{KU  ii  unmUukable,  when  the  whole  field  ii  nirrtjrcd  "  (nnnunetl. 
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Christ  (s'"'*).  A  brief  epilogue,  which  is  for  the  most  part  {cp. 
Kloppcr,  ZIfT.,  1900,  585  f.)  a  lesumj  of  the  ideas  alreatjy 
discussed,  closes  the  homily  (s""*').  *ith  a  reiteration  of  eternal 
life  as  experienced  bjr  the  Christijn  within  '  the  wide  world  and 
all  her  fading  sweets.'  The  postscript  (after  s^^Jn  30") 
Bpedallr,  howci'cT,  notes  tfie  danger  of  lapsing  and  the  treat- 
ment of  the  la/n  (cp.  He  b"-). 

A  clom  cxaminttion  "!  the  cimicii  often  ttvnit  ■  buL lie  connection,  m 
io  Ihccau  of  Jamci  (ihough  foi  difTcrcol  tcuont),  between  pat^tiplii  orcvtn 
Cfclci  o[  thought  which  at  iiisl  sight  uppeat  unlinked.  Thnt  the  Ihiiujilit  ol 
Ihe  wMlcl  f^'iif  aaii^  (in  1")  tugyejiii  the  following  tentrnccs  (i'"-)  upon 
the  ncarncu  ol  the  Parouda ;  the  ligiu  of  Ihc  lalter  ue  ufrfulty  nilni,  io 
Older  to  lousurc  uid  mm  bclievera,  and  its  monX  demands  me  emphiuixcii 
(3*- J*).  Inuile  thit  iMtiLgniph,*  «vcn  iht  appureiitly  >biupl  mention  of  the 
^[fltl»  hiu  iti  place  (z").  The  heretical  iktrixpisrv,  it  it  implied,  have  no 
j/laitt  itota  God ;  Chiittiam  have  (note  Ihe  emphaiii  on  ii^'ii),  owinj;  to 
Ibcir  union  with  the  iiue  XplvTor.  Again,  (he  ttenelic  relation  of  ]"■  to  what 
pnv(«lef  bccomei  evident  in  the  light  of  the  fact  that  the  notm  of  Christian 
purity  (3*)  b  the  keeping  of  Ihe  divine  commandments,  or  conduct  lik« 
Christ's  orn  caith  {^  =  1^),  m  that  the  fpuMic  bre*cli  of  Ihii  law  not  only 
puts  a  man  out  ot  all  touch  with  Christ  {%"■),  but  defeat*  the  very  end  of 
Chritt's  woik  i.t.  the  abolition  of  rin  and  iis  effects  {J^.  3''"  ihut  tetumn 
and  expand*  the  thought  of  1*,  ihn  tnodllc  licing  tliown  to  be  out  of  touch 
with  the  ii|£hteous  God,  partly  lieoiuse  he  will  not  iluue  th«  brotherly  love 
which  is  the  eipicnion  of  that  righteousness,  and  (uutly  bcc*D»c  his  dnimi  to 
siiUesaneM  tender  God's  i i((hlcout  ( I'J  rtii);>veiiru  bupeclluuns.  Similarly,  the 
Eientiunof  the  Spirit  in  3**opeiUi  out  naturally  into  a  diicuuionof  the  decisive 
(m  to  be  applied  to  the  falie  claimi  of  Ihe  heretics  to  ipiriliul  powers  and 
pfts  (4"') ;  and,  «a  this  tetl  of  the  genuine  Spirit  is  Ihe  cnnfeisiao  of  )a\tt 
Chrin  M  (fall/  human  and  Incarnate,  the  writer,  on  returning  (In  t?*-\  to  hit 
cardinal  idea  of  btotheriy  lore,  eapresses  it  tn  the  light  of  the  incarnate  Soa 
{f\,  whoM  Riiainn  fisreiahci  at  once  Ihe  proof  of  Goil'i  love  and  Ihe  citainple 
■a  w«ll  aa  the  roergy  of  oun  [4""').  The  aame  Idea  of  Chriit's  leal  humanity 
u  tsKArial  to  faith's  being  and  well-being  is  worked  out  in  the  succeeding 
section  (s''")>  while  the  tnetilionof  etnnal  life  (s"'")  leadiloarecapituUtioD 
I  jl»a|  Iff  the  main  ideas  tS  the  epistle  undei  this  special  catCEory. 

S*"*  reads  like  a  later  gloss  (so  Schollen,  Baljon,  pp.  149f.);  bat  there  is 
not  the  textual  evidence  for  lt>  deletioD  that  it  available  for  the  adjacent 
ConoM  Johanneum  of  the  thiee  wilneuea.  An  attempt  h*a  hern  made  by 
X.  KBilstk  [Dai  Csmma  Jekan»rv<n,   1905]   to  locate   the  origin  of  this 

I  *  Pm  an  atleinpt  to  prove,  on  the  basis  of  ^-3",  that  panphtasdc 
anaffiial  glosvs  have  entered  the  writing  and  to  produced  the  tepcated 
phenomena  of  aluuj)!  iiunMilnn.  rp.  von  Dobschuti  l/.,VIC,  1907.  1-9). 
Clvdlus  IVramiiiiun  dti  CAritintiHit,  Altono,  1808)  had  already  con* 
)cetuied  that  a  gnooiic  editor  must  have  worked  over  Ihe  Jcwi>ii  Christian 
Dudeas  of  the  docnmtht — a  creeping  estimate  of  Ihe  trad. 
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oeuiloiii  Interpabtion  in  Spain  during  ihe  Rnt  htlf  of  the  fourth  i 
nd  M  find  the  carlimt  tmceofil  in  ftiK\i\\»a''i  Liiir  ^frbgtliaufii.n.  jtc^], 
where  il  oocun  in  on   npindcrt,   hereliciit   form  (with  ii*  Ckriite  /oaf^H 
Kanitle's  theory,  hoHtTci,  hu  not  won  umniniDUi  Bu«Dt:*  cp.  JUlicbF^^| 
revJEw  in  CCA.,  1905,  9JO-9J5i  AUn^iioi  (//  Vamma  /tiiimuum.  1907  7i 
■nd   Bftbul  {FriitHlim   el   U    J*riifiiHiHiint,    1909,    pp.    Ttili.).      T~kt 
probabiliijr  U  (hat  the  Comma  wu  prior  lo   Priicitlian,  whcterer  it  n^^f 
have  oiiKinilnl. 

§  3.  O/y'ut. —  The  polemic  is  directed  agaimi  some  c<~>ii 
tnnponiTy  phaa«»  oC  a  -dtulUuc  maostidtiu.  which  deveiofk^rd 
theoretically  into  docclic  views  of  Christ's  psrsi»>  (>**  4*  et^ 
aa&~  practically  inlb   libciUnism   {3*  etc.)-     The  fonner  asp^scl 
marked    the    idealism    01    ulira-spitiiualism    of   leacben   Ixlcc 
Ccrinihus,  who   held  that  the  dirinc  Spirit  or  heatTent)r  icon 
I  ( =  Chiiiit)  onljr  entered  Jesus  at  his  liaptism  and  left  him  befofe 
I  his  passion  and  death,  a  theory  which  amounted  to  a  denial     '<f 
''ithc  idcniily  of  Jcxu*  and  Christ  the  Sort  of  Go4     Henoe  t'* 
lemphasis  in  5",  as  opposed  to  the  gnostic  idea  that  the  real  Cod 
was  too  spiritual  lo  touch  human  flesh  or  b(K»me  imsmate. 
,  Hence,  too,  the  stress  laid  on  the  blood.     The  denial  of  the 
'  virgin-birth,  which  also  formed  part  of  the  system  of  Cerinthu*. 
hud  been  met  by  anticipation  in  the  stories  of  Ml.  and  IJc..  whicii 
pushed  back  the  reception  of  the  Spirit  from  the  baptism  to  llx 
I  birth ;  the  Johanntnc  school,  on  the  other  hand,  preferred  to 
.  answer  this  heresy  by  developing  the  theory  of  the  logos,  wkb 
'  its  implicate  of  pre-existence.     Ignatius  oombines  both. 

On  its  practical  side,  this  docetic  chnstology  produced  a  set 
of  gnostic  aiumaaii,  whose  watchword  was  /  Mnaw  htm  (a*,  cp. 
Tit  I '",  Apoc  1**),  The  superior  theosophic  insight  to  which  they 
laid  claim  led  naturally  to  a  sense  of  pride  in  themselves  as'thc 
iJite  of  Christendom,  which  fostered  an  unbrotherly  contein[>t 
(or  the  unenlightened  members  of  the  church.  The  writer  retoni 
that  this  is  not  •  true  enlightenment  {i*}.  He  is  equally  im- 
iparing  upon  the  other  feature  of  this  docetic  teaching,  vii., 
its  tendency  to  the  antinomtanism  which  besets  all  perfectionist 
claims  (note  the  catchwords,  at  Am  lu  tin,  we  havf  not  tinmi, 
dted  In  I*- ").  An  indiffierence  19  the  flesh  and  to  material  vices 
was  the  outcome  of  an  overstrained  spiritualism.  To  this  lowered 
,  eihtea!  demand  (4^)  the  writer  bliinlly  attributes  the  popularity 
'  of  these  errorista,  while  their  perfectionist  views  rendered  the 
■toning  death  of  Jesus  superfluous.  In  fact,  this  erroneous  view 
*0n  the  central  queilion,  m«  Cr^orT*!  article  Id  tf/7^  iL  IJI-ljl. 
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of  the  death  of  Jaui  involves,  according  to  the  homily,  three 
cardinal  fUws :  (a)  ui  inadequate  conception  of  Jesus  as  the 
Christ,  (3)  an  nntinomian  attitude  towards  sin,  and  (()  an 
inability  to  love  one  another  (i'-"  3»i>-i«»'i  ^^-$*)  truly,  since 
genuine  brotherly  love  among  Christians  must  be  the  outcome  or 
Cod's  redeeming  love  as  manifested  in  the  person  and  work  of 
Jesus  Christ 

The  author's  method  of  polemic  is  to  present  a  positive  vi<!w 
of  (a)  the  historic  character  and  continuity  of  revelation  in  the 
church  (i'"*  j"-'*-  ••  3*^  4"  5°"  "■  **).  *  '''**  which,  so  far  from 
being  an  innovation  (like  gnmttic  ideas),  is  a  recall  to  the  basis  of 
tlje  Christian  gospel  alicady  familiar  (i^-  ")  to  the  readers.  In 
the  historical  Jesus,  the  Christ  of  God,  the  churches  possess  a 
revelation  of  God  and  life  which  is  absolute,  and  at  all  costs  this 
must  be  adhered  to  (cp.  Denncy,  TAe  Dtalh  0/  Christy  190s,  169- 
181,  JtSHt  and  the  Gospel,  1908,  83  f.),  (*)  The  second  line  of 
defence  is  the  adequacy  and  finality  of  the  Christian  experience, 
which  rests  upon  this  correct  historical  estimate  of  Jesus  aa  the 
Christ.  Such  b  the  true  yFwcn*  { j*°-  ^^4'),  an  assurance  of  the  truth 
which  is  mediated  by  a  strict  ethical  obedience  to  Christianity  as 
the  law  of  God  (3**  >*  5'  i*-'),  U.  above  all  by  the  exercise 
a  hroitherly  lore,  whid)  is  more  than  theoretical,  to  the  members 
of  the  Chrii>tian  community. 

Tht  vnivrA  can  ind  oulion  displayed  bjr  the  writer  io  r^'«lin(!  thc«c 
i^ai'fnoalic  vieait  i>  ihiown  into  triicf  by  ihc  f>c(  that  he  und  his  fclluw- 
^KsUKbuis  were  thmuelvet  brcuhing  uid  enjoying  in  atmMphen  of  >iich 
^^Vlvical  coocepiioni.  Chiitiinniiy  involves  Ihc  hisioiic*!  Jnui,  bul  none  the 
ten  is  it  •  7T""'  1*^  "  j""  4'  =":-)  The  gnottira  held  <h«t  a  Bpirilusl  ««d 
<ru  iosptuiicd  in  nuui,  bi  the  gctm  at  hii  higher  development  Into  the  ilirine 
llfc  (Iko.  aiA>.  hatr,  i.  6,  4.  on  (he  Valentinian  idea  tlul  si!  r^iijii  ilt 
r'Mjfafiit  tUi.-ft\,  iXU  rt  awifiia  tA  imJSn  rfvior  ierti>.-r^rw.  Mitt  it 
nJiinetptwor,  ind  Tert.  dt  oiiiBio.  11.  [hicTeiid}  ticKio  quod  ipiriulc  vrnm 
infddunl iciims),  Thcwrilec  l>k«ovet(hisid»forhiioimpiupoici.  Bui 
■iH,  /./.,  In  3'  (nole  ihe  emphatic  ttiiln)  eijxciilly,  •  tifle-ftleicncc  to  Jewlih 
fhvlrj  lis  einbe<ldcd.  Conttrnporni}'  Jews  made  exiclty  the  ume  claim  on 
Ihrctr  own  behalf  (cp.  R.  Akibi'i  faying  in  Abolh  iii.  n,  c-ia  «ipMl  Sm-W>  p'sn 
Bfo'>  Ml  wv:!*  onS  fljrta  .tw  jian'  cpe'i].  There  ii  furrher  an  implidl  con- 
tfMi  bete (o  ihr  Phltonic  idea  that  "even  ifuyelwetrenocfit  tobercckcned 
**•(  vaiSn,  itill  *re  may  b«  iraiifi  of  hii  image  (liiAoOi  lUir^),  the  mod 
tacrcH  LofOI :  tio5  lAp  iCtiir  \tytt  i  r^re^^raraf "  [A  t»njM.  ling,  28). 
Another  pfanse  in  the  homily  (;"  iral  i  ti^im  IXm  tr  ry  rortip^  ((ira4)  ii 
nhHbalcd  b;  the  tradition  in  Bala  biihra,  i&i,  wh«te  Eliuer  ben  Hyrkanua, 
«lw  look  «K«plion  to  Jubg***  {iki  tarli  it  grptn  init  ■■ht  k—ui  *f  lit  auM) 
m  Uufiheaijr,  •  corrected  by  Joahiu  ben  Chananja.     Tbc  tattei  nbbi  points 
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out  ihtx  Job  had  Siian  In  view  when  h«  nrtercd  thetc  woidt.  Tot  buUnen 
of  ihe  Pnldimiim  idiomi  underlying  the  Greek  of  Ihe  (lomily,  ep.  SdiUtUi 
in  BFT.  vi.  4.  144-151.  Tilt  cKomi*,  liowcrcf,  an  nut  lo  b*  r({»id(du 
^mply  JudaUiic  (10  receally  Wuriii  uid  DcIkt,  putty  Clemen).  Tbc  Mithoi't 
definition  of  an  u  duoula  iptingi  fram  hit  conception  of  Chmtunitr  n  tbc 
divine  rt/ivi,  and  the  lr>oc<'  of  B  iloctlic  movcmml  (whida  b  never  ooaaMMd 
with  Jutli>Um)«re  too  plain  10  be  explained  away  (cp.  Iloennide,  yC  >37t)i 
they  re(|uirc  the  incipient  phatesof  a  movemenl  like  that  hndeill^CaiMhM> 
not  nmjily  a  Jcwiili  ChtiAlian  [cttai^ceuiun.  Behind  the  ianpu^  we  hnu 
vtbnil[cii»  of  Ihe  );nnitic  lendcncica  which  tet  up  a  dual  penonAlily  In  the 
historical  human  Jeiui  and  the  divine  Christ,  ihe  latia  dacendin^  upon  Jam 
only  at  the  bApliiim  and  withilnwing  from  hin)  etc  the  crucifixion.  It  la 
plnin  lliM  tome  elemcnti  oflhis  docelitm,  such  w  Cerlnlhiu  reptcsenled,*  won 
present  in  the  situation  ptetuppoaed  by  this  homily,  whcieu  the  eiroristi  oo*- 
trovcticil,  f^.,  in  Ajioc  t-3,  thow  no  delinliety  chriKokisical  (rails.  We  ou 
aUo  eiieh  echoes  of  such  gntmle  apeculatlans  u  thiil  ihe  divine  Being  BUM 
include  aiarta  ai  well  u  ^1  (1*),  that  puticifntion  in  cults  and  mjrteiicsb 
etsenlial  to  mutal  piirllicalion  (!'),  that  only  the  initiated  and  i!!umlHatia» 
be  redeemed  [3*),  nnd  Ihal  the  nuik  and  file  of  bclleven  pouei><d  vifra  tMI 
nal-)>'J«ii  ti"'")'  Tracfsof  specifically  anilnomian  tcnotticism  arc  obrtoai 
in  the  crtorisit  who  l.iy  cUim  to  the  'knowledge  of  God'  (i*)  apart  from  a 
^fKii  taojaX  life  (cp.  Cttm.  Xettx"-  >l-  31,  igul  deum  le  no«e  profilcfiiw; 
Ocm.  Alex-  Strem.  tiL  4.  31,  ntt  dllioit  (Oi  itpailn  laX  rXror/rraii  lai 
|ii>>XB'<  '^  '^^  Tpiatvrm  tiir  fyriMtfai  liirti  y-iytvair).  The  lalei  Val«ii' 
tiiiiunt,  aecordlns  la  Ircnxui  (aJt:  J/atr.  I.  i.  1),  held  ihal  while  i')«tfj|  rpSttl 
was  an  esseniial  of  olnlion  for  the  caiholic  ^ix^nM,  they  themKlves  ^4  ^ 
wpiCtui.  iXXi  3ii  ri  iiian  ivti'/UTuai'ii  rtvoi  v^rrg  t<  lai  rirrwi  fiHamttt. 
The  Hon  of  docetic  fantasy  Ihat  was  beginning  to  play  round  (he  cvancdk 
badition  may  be  illusinicd  ftom  the  Leucian  Acts  of  John,  where  Jam 
appears  (o  John  on  Ihe  Muunt  of  Olives  d mi ng  ihe  ctucilixiun.  Myiti)^  "Jota, 
tu  ihe  muhliudc  down  there  in  Jeniulrm  1  am  bein|[  cnicified,  and  pierced 
with  lances  and  teedi.  and  drinking  gall  and  iine£U ;  but  unto  ihee  am  I 
ipeaking,  and  duihnu  hearken  to  what  Iaiy"(Kii.).  Similarly  John  recoonti 
how  (vll.)  "  toRiei  imes,  dcviine  to  graip  him,  I  came  apon  a  nulerial,  wild 
body,  while  at  other  Limes,  when  I  handled  him  (^XoihSwrM,  cp.  1  Jn  I'j. 
Ibe  (obaUnce  wa*  imouieiial,  bodileM,  and  as  if  it  did  not  udM." 

The  sgenta  or  this  goortidung  propaganda  had  evidently 
been  itinerant  (3  Jn*->o)  prophets,  laying  claim  to  visiont  and 
rcTelation»{4''*)  in  support  of  their  teaching.  Althotigh  some  had 
withdrawn  (1")  or  been  excommunicated  (4*),  the  church  must 
remain  on  it«  guard  (4*).     Tlie  i>oi:(on  ai  their  bod   enuDpk 

*  Tbe  aiiliiherit  of  John  and  Cerinlhut,  unlike  lh*l  of  haul  and  Cerinlhin 
(Epiph.  ffaer.  isriii.),  ia  too  well  boicd  in  Ihe  tiaditkin  of  the  c«rlrch«tcb 
aboul  (lie  Hinterland  of  Ihe  'Johaniune'  litmture,  to  be  dismissed  as  ■  later 
doipnatic  lefleciion,  due  la  the  JcaiM  of  obuiinins  aiwflolle  aid 
K^udiclion  of  tlial  etrotiit. 
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Btill  workcd.^and  Chiisuon;!  wet^JajlaDgeiJiat.  merely- of -^L^S 
dcccivjcd  by  oihen.  bul  o(  deceiving  ihemsclvcs  (i*).  Their 
ChmlUnity  a))parcnily  was  of  long  standing  (i^),  bul  it  wns 
not  due  to  ihc  writer.  He  addresses  them  as  rtuvin,  ir«iSui, 
iyampot,  and  i&tktfiol,  but  the  authority  which  breathes  ihiough 
his  counsels  is  that  of  their  spiritual  director,  as  one  in  touch 
with  the  historical  tradition  and  experience  of  the  faith,  not  that  | 
of  their  founder  or  of  an  apostle  ■-' 

g  3.  Rtlaiion  to  tie  Fourth  Gosptl — The  close  affinities  of 
this  writing  and  the  Fourth  gospel  start  tlie  pioblent  not  only 
of  tlieir  chronological  oidcr  but  of  their  authorship.  These 
ooromon  features  are  too  striking  to  retjuire  any  systematic  or 
dctailnl  treuimenL  Less  obvious,  but  not  less  vital,  are  the 
differences  between  the  two  writings,  and  the  problem  is  to 
dGtermine  whether  such  variations  denote  duality  of  authorship  or 
whether  they  are  compatible  with  a  theory  which  would  account 
for  them  by  pointing  to  diflferenccs  of  aim  and  period  within 
the  career  of  a  single  writer,  whose  theme  in  the  one  case  is  that 
'Jesus  is  tlie  Christ,'  and  in  the  other  that '  the  Chiist  is  Jesus.' 
Identity  of  authorship  by  no  means  follows  necessarily  from 
a  proof  that  two  writings  closely  resemble  one  another  in  style^ 
tocabulary,  and  ideas.  In  the  Fourth  gospel  and  in  t  John  we 
have,  t^.t  the  same  combination  of  negative  and  positive  state- 
ments, the  use  of  contrast,  tlie  aphori&tic  tone,  the  playing  on 
ideas,  etc  Those  who  hold  that  these  arc  outweighed  by  the 
distinctive  chamctenstics  of  each  writing,  are  not  shut  up  to 
argue  either  that  the  one  writer  clevcily  imitated  the  peculiarities 
and  managed  to  catch  the  flavour  of  his  predecessor,  or  that  the 
ooe  wrote  (Krcyenbiihl)  to  counteract  the  other.  Their  relation- 
ship on  the  disjunctive  hypothesis  is  accounted  for  by  the 
common  language  of  a  group  or  school  in  Asia  Minor;  the 
affinities  are  portly  conscious  perhaps,  but  mainly  unninscious. 
Thb  general  position  has  been  advocated  by  S.  G.  Lange,  Horst, 
Oudius,  Baur  {Xktol.  JaMrb.,  1848,  193^,  1857,  315-331), 
Wcisse,  Planclt,  Volkmar,  Zeller,  Strauss,  Holtimann  {JPT., 
1881,  690  f.,  188a,  118  f,.  316  f.,  460  f-).  S.  Davidson,  Hoekstra, 
Kcim,  Scholtcn,  O.  HolUniann  {169  f.),  W.  Bruckner  (Chrvn. 
305  f-X  Ludemann,  Matthew  Arnold  {Gad  and  Bible,  ed.  1S91, 

*  T!>c  EiMi'ic  Cbioniiic  Inili  dimvcml  by  Wiuichen  {_tf.  til.  pp^  68  f.) 
■RiJm  tt)«~inoii(  pitt,  cilhci  tnlU  o[  human  nklulc  e(  hlftdnjUalelj  verified  i 
A/.  Ibe  Kfiumliim,  doimi  in  peifcctiDn,  etc 
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175.  "8f-).  Pflcideret  (ZtyT.,  1869,  394-411,  and  Urt. 
446f.).  Cone,  GiUHUttertti^Aungfn,  pp.  305-308),  N.  Schmiill 
{Propyl  of  Niaartlh,  p.  \^i),  Schmicdd,  M&rtincau  (Sta(  oj 
Authority,  509-51  j),  Krey«nbilhl  {Evxtm  dts  H'akrhtit,  \.  138- 
144),  E.  F.  Scott  {The  I-ourfh  Goiftl,  88  f..  94),  Wellhausen, 
Wendt,  ami  SolUu  (see  below).  Tlie  arguments  in  favour  of  a 
single  author  are  stated  by  Grimm  {SK.,  1847,  171  {.),  B.  ^Vebt 
(—  Meyer,  pp.  4-9),  Julicher  {Eitt.  aia-sij),  Lcpin  {L'vriiint 
dii  fuafriimt  hangiU,  1907,  250 1),  Jacttuier  (/i\T.  iv.  \~\o\ 
and  R.  Law  {Tests  0/  UJi*,  1909,  pp,  339 f.),  and  accepted  not 
only  by  advocates  of  the  apostolic  authorship,  but,  e^,,  by 
Harnack,  E.  A.  Abbott  {EJ3i.  1818),  Clemen  {ZNIV.,  1905. 
378),  Wemle,  Forbes,  and  Baumgarten. 

(a)  The  Mlient  linguUlic  dtu  an  m  fellow.  Ficulhr  le  lliB  ep.  uci 
Ayini  nrtXnufi/ni,  drytXIa.  deofUa,  irrixpistot,  i^n.Vtoi  ri*  lUv,  Mmm, 
it  TifOt  Tiriiffdir,  Arli,  /TaY]<Ma,  Ixf'"  '^  r'rifo  {vlir},  IXiw/iii,  nMNiph 
(=(■  flrcu  of  gDi|i«l?|,  iiioSoytir  rdr  Ciib',*  vaXalei,  va/««la,  rodb  r^* 
Jii[at&0vri7r,  trip/Hi  rov  heC.  xplvita,  and  ^(i^ar^a^^rai.  While  tlw  tp. 
OmiU  Jtdfnt  *'>'l  iuii^t'",  >trai  «'c  rur  Irw  (n^Tui),  cA^dfCt  ■nd  f»ilipjriii. 
w4iiwv,  ta  rnuMs  Ti  A'tiar,  4  ^fy^i  roD  f <oC,  *nd  '  ilie  Faihn  In  the  Son,  The 
Sob  in  th«  Faihgr ' — all  o(  which  u«  chaiicicriiiic  eiprosioiu  of  the  (jflaptl 
— (I  alao  UMS  6.wi  fiutead  oi  vapi  wiih  vrfU  lik«  afnB,  itmUir,  mi 
Xcjtfiitttt,  omiu  entirely  the  tavounie  «Bv  i>f  lb*  e°*P<'-  never  giM 
liir  .  .  .  tl,  empltiyi  porliclct  likf  74^  viil  i/  irilh  lingvUi  nrity,  pceferrint 
Ilir  inonutonout  lai  where  uiy  patiiclc  ol  oanneciiun  it  uwil  al  all,  and,  A£,, 
(cfmins  fiom  uiing  dSa  with  ■  penoni]  object  (cp.  )n  6*  T**  is**  m&^ 
Such  train  of  ilylc  are  far  from  uaimporunt  in  lilmif  criticism.  Note, 
fuiiher,  thai  the  phra*e  4  i^ri;  roS  Sitt;  whicfa  la  laiily  frciqumt  in  the 
cpijile  (3*  3"  4'  etc.)  a*  an  oproaian  for  God'*  love  to  man,  cmly  ocMn 
once  in  the  (otpel  (S**),  aoil  ihit  in  ihc  oppotlte  mom  of  man'i  love  (o  God.; 
Alto,  the  perfeci  if^nim,  abicnl  from  ihc  Roxpel,  occun  once  in  the  tpiflk 
(4",  a.T.1.],  ai  do«*  Ur  with  the  iniltciiiic  Ij"}.  It  u  of  minor  iigaitcaiK« 
thai  while  ihr  cinpel  um»  iht  mlv.  Impet.  lulnrt '  In  the  Lo(d'i  mouth,  Ik 
pincnt  ii  lucdby  ihe  wrilet  of  ihc  cpi>ile'(a'*,  Cp.  1>M.  >437l.  Aalorcaa' 
cepuona,  ( j)  ibc  cpiitle  never  diet  the  UT,  and  with  one  exception  (3"^  reftaiot 
from  using  U'l'  hiklury  or  piophi-cy  a*  a  wiineu  lo  ihe  truth*  of  Clirtatlaaily. 

*  'f)iu>>rfir  U  Dcvei  used  In  the  gospel  of  confeuing  an  (oi  Ep.  1^,  bM 
alw«y»orcoarcuingChii>i(9"  i)**)> 

t  Perhaps  in  keeping  with  it*  mbordinatlon  of  the  metaphyilcal  elcwNOl 
to  the  ethical,  thiotighout.  So  GiQI,  who  poinu  oat  alto  (jt«-3i})  b»w 
t^/iU  In  the  epiitle  invariably  and  primarily  deoolei  an  ethical  conceplioii,  in 
tonlnit  14  the  gotpel'i  uH  of  It  lo  denote  knowledge  of  the  diviBc  truth. 

£  Di.  AblHiii'i  aigumcnti  lo  Ihe  oonttuy  (AW/.  a03»-sa40)  do  not  K«ni 
quite  convliidng,  but  he  piovci  incidrnlatly  that  cvea  ia  I  Ja  5*^  the  gecdli** 
nay  be  taken  fairly  ai  *ubjecliv«. 
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Wfacdwt  ttiii  wu  owinE  lo  ihe  gnoitlc  uiimui  •£>![»(  the  OT,  or  lo  tha 
feeling  ttiar  nich  evidence  wu  luperfluoiiB  (the  CliHsikn  leveljiJon  being 
final  in  iuelO.*  Il  ii  noiieesble  ih«i  itit  gotptl  iitlopu  »n  cniirrly  diHerent 
ouilook  upon  the  Mcitd  tmoki  of  ihe  jew».  The  fieneial  ide«  (i)  of 
the  lw«  welling  (Im)  prnenL  (liiTiiiilii;  linn  al  intetral.  Thui  (L)  while  in 
iIm  (0«pet  Chrittiant  iie  reUled  lo  God  the  Father  through  ihe  Rie<liiiin  of 
Chritf((X  'O'**  '*'  'S*)'  f-*^  lieing  lo  Chtiil  •iChriii  ii  lo  hii  people.  Ihe 
tihtkMlUp  b(«oine*  more  ditect  in  ihr  F.p  ,  whrct  Chriill«n»  are  in  Gud,  ot 
Cod  in  ihciD  |i*  3"  4*  5"),  without  any  tpcctlic  mention  bclne  tnnilo  of 
Chmt'i  ptnon  ai  the  euenlial  means  of  communion.  Thax  fentute  niighl  lie 
tlplilmil  t  hy  ihc  conaidcnttan  that  luch  a  conception  of  Christ  would  he 
■  fcMegone  concluuon;  the  writer  might  well  BBumc  it  in  eddrcwin); 
Quitliant,  and  eiptcialljr  Qiiuliam  within  a  circle  alliicted  by  a  type  of 
tboncbl  like  that  repioiented  In  the  Fouith  {oipel.  Only,  he  u-u  aildicning 
CbdiliatUBlio  in  the  Faunhgoipcl.  and,  once  again.  Uii*  conception  of  Chiitt'a 
petMO  is  not  bulalcd.  There  are  other  indication*  of  a  tianifetenoc  10  God, 
la  ibc  cp.,  of  functiotu  which  the  gotpcl  i caetvct  for  Chrid  (i^.,  the  hearing 
of  praj-ei,  j"  s"*,  cp.  Jn  U'"-),  whiIe/i/</{i"-)  iseipreisly  pruentcd  ui  an 
attribute  not  of  the  Loi;titt"  'n  <hectii>ptl),  but  of  God.  The  full  ii|;niliciinae 
of  the  latter  tcalnlE  emetEC*  intoTieWHhen  we  paia  on  to  a  Mcond  dcrich  (ji.) 
of  ideu.  For  all  the  limihiriliei  between  the  two  wtiiinj^  on  ibc  conception 
of  A^ot  UJtttattal,  the  development  of  the  latin  idea  {t.g.  in  1  Jn  i'  j<"] 
lendi  to  ooLtielatc  it  in  (be  epittle,  not  with  the  wleriologicsl  cycle  of  bclicb 
(u  ia  the  {Otprl},  but  with  the  person  of  Chritl,  in  a  Iheolo^cnl  tcnie  (Grill, 
pp.  301  f.).  Id  I  Jn  1'-*  the  cardinal  idea  la  that  of  Life  at  the  absolute 
diTine  itidilyi  "it  is  of  the  Word  0(  Logo*  which  ii  Life  that  we  are 
qwakine  («f.  Xa^aP^r,  u  /n  7"  etc).  And  the  Life  waa  manifeittd.' 
HeK  Uie  prologue's  spedal  conception  of  the  Ijocai  aa  pergonal  to  Christ  it 
diminaled,  in  the  interests  of  Chriiliui  monotheism,  the  writci  meetioB  by 
aalkipalioa,  «nd  upeo  a  clitikto1oj;ical  baaJt,  the  dlfRcuUy  which  afientanfa 
led  10  Monfchimittn.t  vit.,  the  feu  of  lugceuing  that  certain  divine  aom, 
like  the  Logoa,  bilerventd  iKIwecn  God  and  man.  Ii  is  not,  a>  in  the 
(osptl,  the  Logos,  but  tbe  Life  Eternal  which  Is  IdentifHx)  with  the  person 
of  Cbriit.  The  latter  idea  subordinuies  the  metiphj-iicil  to  the  ethical, 
wbertaa  m  the  gospel  the  trrcrM  is  Ihe  caw.  (til.)  A  modification  of  the 
Idea  of  failh  is  atlo  noticeabte.  White  in  the  gospel  faith  !s  e<|ulvalmt  lo 
ibe  coming  of  man  to  the  truth  nnd  light  of  God  in  Christ,  or  to  a  reception 
of  Hk  words  of  Jesus  in  the  heart,  the  writer  of  (he  epitlle.  though  far  from 
bdag  an  inietleciualisi  (cp.  1'  i*  etc.).  tends  to  resolve  faith  into  a  confession 

*  So  Wendl,  who  shoas  thai,  in  spile  of  the  abtence  of  any  tcfctenoe  lo 
tbe  sayings  of  Jesus,  no  other  early  Chiiiiian  wriring  voices  so  frequently  and 
w  inprcuivcly  the  ai^ir  (*oof  the  Ix)rd  {t^.  i**-"  j"*"  5"}. 

t  In  the  light  of  what  follows,  the  concenltBtum  of  cmphaili  upon 
obedience  lo  the  commanilmentt  of  God  aa  the  i^ound  of  asiuiance,  inilead 
of  upca  the  name  or  medulion  of  Jent*  as  in  the(>otpe1  (yet  IM  7"  I4"e(c.]t 
Bpnb«bly  to  berefctred  (with  Ptleiderei)  to  the  larger  prominence  as^ed 
thioaghout  the  <f  Istle  i»  the  ethical  rlenient)  of  the  Johanntne  mysticism. 

%  So  Ilulumann,  Pflcideler,  and  11  a  ring. 
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ofjMUiutheSon  of  G«J(a*4>»-"s')i  "Cetl  pioJrncr  une  chrbMto{ti 
Mlhodou"  (Gogucl,  p.  I4B).  Tbe  ppisllt,  kcnin,  (It.)  >lih(HiKh  ienonng 
the  X^>i  »^  J"  1"  nwittni  iniiic  ptommence  Ihan  (he  Kcspel  to  llie  idn  nf 
tin,  uid  Ihli  auMii  cuiririwiih  it«ii  einpluuii  spon  i!>c  propiilalorjp  clement  la 
the  dnlb  otjttiii  which  11  ahunt  fiom  Ihc  gotpel,  where  the  eipUtory  v»Im 
ofChmt't  dtalh  |i^  11'^  t?"}  >>  Mcmdur  (cp.  E.  K.  So>«(,  0/.  ii/.  aiSt.). 
The  ileni  of  JctuR  (v.)  ue  not  xlducfd  bjf  the  epliiile  in  proof  of  hii  ica) 
(Huition  u  ihe  Chtiit  in  whom  meri  ue  U>  facliere.  Such  >  pcoo^  would  h««e 
been  entirely  cuntonnnl  uilh  the  object  of  Ihe  wrilinK,  which  aimi  (l*^ 
ju->'),  u  doci  the  it^'Pe'  lio*"'),  ni  layini;  «  h*tl*  for  faith  In  (he  hiuorical 
Jcnii.  Vet  the  one  wriiins  isnom  what  to  the  other  n  cuentiai  evidence 
for  (he  nie»iali>hip  uf  }mn  [rp.  Wendt,  Eng.  U.  pp.  ijtl.^  LOB  wdchl 
aiiachct  10  (vi.)  tlic  etchuiulrigicil  new  of  ihe  two  wriliii|[ii;  for,  thou|[b  lit 
tail  kenr  and  the  ptuialiiy  of  antichritii  are  a  ipecial  feature  of  the  cpitfle, 
tbeic.  aiiO  ihe  more  t|itrl(ual  view  of  the  future  which  imikt  Ihe  (otptJ,  do 
nol  coiuititutc  any  rodioil  dlfleience  (Reou).  At  the  lame  linw  (he  epUile 
<4")  um  lit  day  a/ judgmini,  •  tynopiic  phnue  cirefuUy  afoMed  hf  the 
goipei.  and  dnerilic  Ihe  tccond  aditent  u  ■  vcpoitrfa  (1*).  There  it, 
however,  a  real  dilTeience  [vll. )  In  ihe  conception  of  the  Ha^deVfrM,  wbu  U 
idcntilied  in  iheepiulc(l')  wiih/irnu  Ctrlsi  u  li^  KigkltMit  Oit,  wbeteat, 
in  ihe  |;oapel,  Jeiui  either  tendk  the  Panclele  or  is  al  nMsl  »  Pancleto 
hinuctf.  In  the  Kotpel  Ibe  Spirit  aa  the  lii^Xirroi  U  the  alttr  tgr  al 
Jenu,  but  in  the  epistle  (his  function  b  wholly  ignoted.  Here  tha 
conception  of  Ihe  Spirit  u  a  whole  undeiKOd  ■  tinktn);  tJiangc  'Ia 
mattrlue  de  I'Etpril  ctt  awcrvie  au  Jou^  d'lmc  confcuion  de  fol '  (Gngwt,  pi 
151).*  No  longer  ihe  (upteme  principle  which  judge*  all  and  is  judccd  hf 
none,  Ihc  Spirit  in  ibc  episllr  leijuirca  lo  iit  teeltd  liy  certain  oiletiona  (4*^, 
cp.  >  Co  II*).  Indeed,  with  Ihe  tranifctence  of  IlapliX^ai  to  Chiifl,  the 
allusions  to  the  Spirit  are  entiicly  impenonat  and  neutei  (1*  4"}.  Iruiead  ot 
the  Son  tfn  14*),  the  Spirit  s  iX'ljfitia  (5') ;  and  while  ChriMtani  Am*  a 
IIapd«X>rrpr,  it  ii  vilA  lie  FaiJitr,  as  an  Interceuoi  (cp.  Ro  ff*  and  Ro  3" 
with  I  Jn  a'"*.  He  J**  9**),  rather  than  as  an  indwelling  Preieitoe  in  the 
htaitt  of  Chritiian*.  "  In  the  later  ilieolucj,  the  Spirit  ma  regaided  almoM 
solely  as  Ihc  supreme  witncB  to  Ihe  oithodox  belief  and  the  guide  to  its 
conect  ininpTclaiion.  John  hiniKlf  does  nol  sbate  in  this  rcatikteil  view, 
which  It  alrrady  iracoble  in  the  l&Ut  writJnBi  «f  Mf  ichoe)  <cp.  I  ]n  >■*-* 
4"'  S"').  The  Spirit,  as  be  conceiTet  it,  ii  a  principle  ofinser  det<cl<^unenl 
by  which  the  tra<liiional  form  of  belief  may  from  lime  lo  lime  be  broken  up, 
in  order  10  reveal  more  perfectly  thdi  esaentlal  content "  {E.  F.  Soott,  J40). 
This  brief  oailine  will  lervc  10  ^howthe  deKcaeyof  ihe  problen.  /ta  tMirit*, 
cfimi*  iuttita.  Upon  the  whole,  hciwever,  Ihe  line*  of  eeidencc  i^ipeat 
to  IndicBlc  llial  the  epistle  came  from  a  writer  who,  while  belonglMg  In  lite 
gencnl  *Johuininc*schc»l  of  thought  and  feeling.  oceDpaed  slighii)>  difSctefil 
ground  from  Ihut  of  Ihe  author  nf  the  Kuuilh  gotpct  It  b  Itlla  that 
differences  bctu«en  two  writings  may  be  dtie  lo  difTeicnce  of  slandpcint  aod 

*  Though  il  it  too  sliong  to  add,  '  par  U,  la  docufaie  de  I'E^irit  erwa 
d'ftre  f^ndc,  elle  est  inaviv  t(  pcrd  toWe  sa  otiginalilf  pn|>te  rt  m 
valcut  dtcisivc,  noui  dirion*  volontierif  toule  ta  raiioa  d'^ts,* 
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pnrpoaei  k  would  be  nnctilicsl  lo  indtt  lh«t  ■  writer  muti  adhere  lo 
tilrnlldl  form*  of  npr^ulnn  iinilcr  vafying  cirvumilinoc*,  or  that  he 
ci|i(CH«l  hit  full  Diind  ui  one  irniing-  Such  canom  ol  liien>]r  crilicMa  ue 
mat  ropc)  ol  aanil.  Bill  ibcchancltinlic  Iniln  of  the  P'luiih  RMpcl  tnd 
■he  Kint  rplMk  hcliay  iiliDctcncc  licncalh  tltrir  unity  which  it  lic*l  KCounled 
for  by  Ihe  luppmiiion  thai  while  the  writer  of  the  (^liille  lii-ed  and  moveU 
within  Ihe  circle  in  which  ibc  fourth  gnt|)el  ori|;iaa[c<l,  he  had  an  iiiiliviilu- 
•lity  and  purpoae  of  hit  own. 

§  4.  Ptriod. — ^The  relative  position  of  the  tract  depends  upon 
the  aniwer  given  to  the  delated  question  whether  il  wot  com- 
poaed  before  or  after  the  gospel.  And  if  so,  was  it  a  preface  or 
ft  posucripl  ?  The  usual  tendency*  especially  among  those  who 
attribute  the  two  writings  to  dilTerent  auihon,  is  to  rt^rd  1  John 
u  a  more  [lopular  re-statement  of  the  main  Johannine  cotvcep- 
lioDs,  as  though  the  writer  was  conscious  of  carrying  on,  from 
his  owTi  point  of  view,  the  propaganda  of  tlie  larger  work,  de- 
veloping some  ideas  hinted  at  in  the  gospel  {e.g.  ex{M3lion)  and 
adding  others,  but  all  with  (he  more  or  lc»  deliberate  aim  of 
reproducing  hl4  master's  position. •  These  ihrrad.i  of  filiation 
are  gossamer-webs.  It  is  difficult,  e.g.,  to  see  how  the  epistle 
could  produce  any  alteration  of  atiitude  towards  the  gospel. 
The  parallels  adduced  between  the  two  {e.g.  i'-*  — Jn  i*-  a  «.  i« 
ioff,  i*  =  Jn  i5»',  a'  =  Jn  14".  »»  =  Jn  n"-",  a«-jB  i3»«is'<>-", 


,io~u, 


a"-"  =  Jnii»-"  i2»  i»  =  Jn  I5»« 
8«3"-"  =  Jn  is'*-",  4»-Jn8^5* 


2»'  =  Jn  14- 


16",  j' 


a.  u. 


Jn 


n.  N.  M 


■  giT^u  ju^jn  3«  ju^jn  ,oSi^  jU^jn  ,^i».u  ,(iB^  jM^jn  ,ysj 
do  not  necessarily  prove  more  than  an  aociuaintance  with  Ihe  sub- 
tunce  of  the  'Johannine*  doctrine  which  was  current  before  the 
Fourth  gospel  crystallised  it  into  written  shape,  and  the  motive  for 
the  composition  of  the  liomily  is  not  to  be  found  in  any  supposed 
relalioD  to  the  gospel.  Both  works  rise  from  the  same  plot  of 
early  Christian  soil ;  both  aim  at  developing  the  faith  of  the 
ehmch  and  (especially  the  homily)  at  safeguarding  it  agaiost 
H^current  cnots ;  both  lay  stress  on  the  evangelic  historical 
^^idilion ;  but,  beyond  Ihe  general   fact   that  the  homily  pte- 

*  Cp.  PScideter,  Un.  ii.  448  r  "  Da  Bricfttellcr  war  ein  dem  Evangelblen 
luheitehender  Mann,  itln  SchUlcr  Tldleichl,  iler  tich  an  dem  Geitt  dei 
Tlkratogie  icincs  Meiilcn  gebildel  hatte.  Aba  to  gieg  ihin  Ihiillch  a-ie  in 
anierer  Zeh  iloi  meitlen  Scliitleni  Sehleietmachen :  in  dem  eif>i|;en 
IlaMKbtn,  die  gwMin  GeHiinkcn  dc«  Mciitcn  fHr  d\t  geaamle  Kinhe  nutitar 
wd  fafancbbat  tu  nwchen,  wunle  <■  koeaemdvtr  alt  to  M«lt(C(  idUt 
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tuppOKt  the  teaching  and  spirit  of  the  gospel,  lh«ir  mutw) 
connection  rctnains  obscure.  The  lioniily  wu  addressed  to 
people  familiar  with  the  doctrine  of  the  gospel,  and  possibly 
with  the  gospel  itself.  That  it  wat;  iniended  to  circulate  along 
with  it  seems  a  hypothesis  suggested  by  the  early  juxuposition 
of  the  two  wriiingH  in  the  canon  rather  than  by  any  intenul 
evidence. 

A  good  deal  drfpcnda  on  whothcr  the  (riplo  fr^/«,  Mloainf  llie  triple 
tpifit  in  the  itrpmina  mlltcmMeOi  2'*''*.  is  « ilictoileii  vul&ileei,  or  t  ipedfic 
[  ■Iluiion  10  the  Fourth  |;cnpel.  The  Utter  view  it  tet*  probable  thtn  Ilic 
rrfrrenw  (o  what  prcceda  (|l->"),  or  to  •  \<M  epittii  {to,  t.f.,  Michaelii. 
Ukljon,  Karl) ;  hot  cien  iheie  bypothctes  uc  u  uoncccnuy  u  tbe  conJcciitR 
ihM  l'"*  i*  an  implicit  ■lluaion  (o  the  prologue  of  the  Founh  gea|>eL  II 
docs  DM  mciid  mallets  (roto  this  point  o(  view,  10  rr^ard  t."  ai  ao  iota- 
poladon  (Calvin  and  oihera,  qi.  Koouicclce  in  BFT.  xiL  1.  19*90). 

§  5.  Authorihip. — The  Homeric  hymns,  it  hat  been  sud, 
arc  neither  hymns  nor  Homer's.  The  so-called  'first  epistle  of 
John '  is  neither  an  epistle  nor  is  it  John's — if  by  John  is  meant 
the  son  of  Zehedee.  The  homily  is  anonymous,  and  all 
subsequent  conjectures  about  its  authorship,  cither  in  traditiDo 
or  in  modern  investigation,  are  derived  from  lite  internal  evidence 
of  its  connection  with  the  Fourth  gospel  (see  above).  The  inoU 
attracli^'e  form  of  the  latter  hypothesis  is  the  scmi-pseudonymous 
theory  (so,  t^.,  Hausrath,  Scholten,  Das  Evglm  natk  Johanntt, 
68  ;  Thoma,  t>p.  at.  pp.  807  f.  ;  Soltau,*  ZA'IV.,  1901,  140  f.; 
Fflcidcter,  C/re.  ii.  448  f. ;  Wdlhauscn.  Heilmutlcr,  ^rhellen]^ 
that  some  Asiatic  Christian  wrote  the  epistl^  as  he  retiscd  tbe 
Foutth  gospel  (cspedally  adding  ch.  a  1),  in  the  interests  of  tbe 
beloved  disciple ;  but  the  obscurity  of  the  whole  problem  and 
the  linguistic  data  prevent  this  from  rising  to  ntoie  than  a  level  of 
approsimaie  probability.  Lord  Hailcs  once  pointed  out  to 
Uoswell  his  additions  to  a  legal  paper  originally  drawn  up  by  D(. 
Johnson.  The  writer  of  '  First  John '  had,  in  all  likelihood, 
■ome  share  in  the  editorial  process  through  which  the  Fourth 
gospel  reached  ita  final  form,  but  the  extent  of  this  share  t«  still 
uncertain. 

Whether  the  author  belonged,  or  viihcd  to  reprcMM  hlmieU  as  bclDEf;io^ 
in  the  oripnal  diKiples  of  Jcaui  (not  neceuariljr  Ibe  twelve),  depend*  on  tht 

*  Sol IBU  makei  John  the  probjler  write  ■  Jolin  and  alto  (CWtrw  Si^gUm, 
1910^  pp.  iiof.)  edit  ti>t  Foufih  C04pel  oat  of  Johttniiie  tocia,  etc 
Aooofdins  10  Scbwaiu.  both  qiiiilc  and  gospel  were  edhed  with  the  sum 
'■pMlolic'  motive,  by  [he  noK  tdilor. 
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(nteTpntalion  of  1^.  Tbe spiritual  and  icnu-mjntica)  fcnw*  (cp  Abboli, 
Dial.  i6t5-i6ao:  Clemen,  ^.VIC.  1905,  i;?'-),  Uborncoul  by«eom|)*ii(oii 
vt  t!^  I  but  it  is  probably  lo  l«  combined  with  the  vicu-  that  Ihe  pUBCnph, 
vilb  >U  an(i*(locclJc  lelerciice,  voico  ihe  Inticnony  of  Iho  apmlolic  chutcb,  a* 
■cfitcsRiicil  by  the  dicle  of  uaBipni  roS  tepteu  in  Atut  Minor  lo  wiilch  Ihc 
wnmbelonscd.  Theehu(ch»t»nd»(in  ihc  deliniie  inenn»<ioBofJe»uiChri»i 
d)»  Logo*,  wid  the  apottolic  ct|Kricncc  of  lh«  laKcr  is  the  Tiprrienn  of  ihc 
cbudi,  on  which  ha  (alimony  1*  bxeil.t  The  wtitn  ii  Ihe  tpokesman  of 
tin*  tcitiaiony.  He  luca  reallMic  langusge  which  U  capable  euily  of  a 
•piritoal  and  ideal  in[ir|?[f[ition.  Even  the  phrur  ffiv  kimdi  iaaJJui 
1#l^U#iVMr,  cp.  Ac  i;*")  ii  not  uopualleleiJ.;  "No  one,"  uyi  Oiigtn 
(c.  Ctli.  ^*'),^  "ii  *o  fooliib  ai  not  to  >e«  that  the  word  kamdi  ii  taken 
f)|;nntiv«ty.  u  when  John  \mj\,  tur  ka/tdt  kaitt  kantUiJ."  Irrn«ui  {adi: 
Itatr.  T.  i)  otacrves  thjtt  Ihe  adly  ny  we  Can  leiin  of  God  and  have 
coniiDuDioD  with  his  Sod  ii  by  '  magiilrum  lunlium  uidenlei  el  per  andiliun 
DOWiuia  uixeiQ  ciut  {letdpicnies.* 

9  6.  Trates  in  Ihe  subiequent  literature  (q>.  Zahn'l  GK.  L 
>09  f.,  374  r.  90s  U  ii-  48  f..  &8  f.). 

It  is  unsafe  to  attach  much  weight  to  the  apparent  remini- 
scence of  4**  (or  of  1  Jn  ')  in  Polyk.  ad  Phil.  7  (reading 
JXifXvtfoTa  instead  of  l\i]\v6ii'^i).\\  Even  in  Ignatius  the  alleged 
traces  (cpi  Dictxe,  SK.,  1905,  595  f.)  arc  seldom  cogent ;  e.g.  3"  = 
Smym.  vii.  {inri^pt  Si  aiToU  iyaJrSv,  ira  koI  iyairrSiair),  3'^  = 
Smym.  vi  a,  5'  (cp.  3")  =  Eph.  xviii,  (St  iy**<r^$ri  neii  ffairriaB^. 
Zm  nji  irodn  ri  iSmp  naQofMrQ),  4*^  s  Eph.  viL  {ht  ^npici  yvr^tuvot). 
Still,  if  Ignatius  knew  the  Fourth  gospel,  it  is  a  priori  likely  that 
be  also  knew  t  Jn.  Pa|iia.t,  at  any  rate,  is  »id  hy  Eusebius  (iii. 
39)  to  have  used  i  'Itoavrov  rpmipa  ( =  ■!  X  *P'^i  "■  8  ?).  '■«■  the 
anonynious  tract  which,  by  the  time  of  Kusebius,  had  come  to 
be  known  ai '  Firtt  John ' ;  and  there  is  not  the  slightest  reason 
to  suspect  or  reject  this  statement  Justin  Martyr  also  (Dial. 
I»3.  where  the  icXijffi^fv  hoX  itrftir  of  3*  is  echoed  in  koI  $to^- 
ritva  iX^arh  ■aAoiifitf'a  ml  j<r^<i-,  if  we  keep  his  commaiidmenu 
^  a*)  presupposes  the  homily,  so  that,  although  the  leminisccnces 

*So,  «Xi  KmI.  Hamack,  J.  lUTille.  55-56;  vm  Soden.  lloltmunn 
Bauer,  CrceA  (137  I.),  aod  Bacon  {Fmni  C»tp4l  in  XamnA,  etc..  1S9  C|. 

t  "The  viiion  and  wiinnt  of  the  iinmcdlaie  diaciplet  .  .  .  remaiiu  as 
aa  abiding  cndowmail  of  the  living  body"  (Wciicotl,  p.  155). 

;  Tkdt.  Apicria,  45,  moK  noiinc  diiiere  Ileluidium  in  caiceiem  mini)*. 

I  Cp.  alio  Clim.  Fi/egH.  L  17.  "  He  tct  fortli  lo  upealy  who  that  prophet 
wu,  that  I  leemed  to  Iutc  before  tny  eyes,  and  lo  handle  with  my  haBd. 
tfce  pnrab  whidi  be  adduced." 

1  S«aiB,  './.  Vulkniai  {U'tfrimtd.  Et^im,  47  ^1,  evc«  bold  thai  (l  b 
Polykarp  obo  b  quoted.  ' 
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in  Clem.  Rom.  (^(j'  50' =4'*)  and  even  Heimas  {SfanJ.  5'  = 
I'O  and  the  Didachc  (io'-=4'*)*  arc  too  slight  to  prove  lOOtt 
than    ibc  existence  of    current   'Joliannine'  terminology,    the 
writing  must  have  been  circulated  in  Asia  Minor,  at  any  rale, 
before  the  end  of  ihc  first  quarter  of  the  second  century.    The 
tfrminus  a  quo  \%  approximately  the  general  period  of  the  Fourth  ^ 
gospel's  composition ;  but  there  is  00  decisive  ground  for  the  V 
priority  of  cithrr,  even  upon  the  hypothesis  that   both  wen 
written  by  the  same  author.    The  aim  of  each  is  too  special  to 
admit  of  the  conjecture  that  the  cpisilc  was  interxled  10  ac- 
company, much  lets  to  introducci  th*;  larger  work.     By  the  end 
of  the  second  century  the  efMstle  seems  to  have  been  fairly  well 
known  (Clem.  Aleat.  Strom,  it  15.  66 ;  Tert.  dt  Pvdie.  19 ;  Iren. 
iii.  16.  8),  and  in  the  Muratorian  Canon  it  appears  to  be  reckoned 
as  an  appendix  or  sequel  to  the  Fourth  gos|>ct.    There  is  no 
evidence  for  the  position  taken  up  by  the  Alogi  to  the  epbOe ;  fl 
the  statement  of  Epiphanius,  that  they  rejected  all  the  Johanniae  ' 
epistles  together  with   the  gospel  and  apocalypse  {Aar.  57", 
rix^  S]  ■lu  ris   lirivt^XaV  ovrf'Sav7i  yikp  irai  avroi  rip  tCayyiXJf 
lal  r^  liroKaXv^<i)  is  a  pure  guess,  unsupported  by  any 
tradition. 


I 


On  the  curious  litle  ad  Parikot  (Aug.  Quait.  Strang.  H.  99),  see  ilaim, 
p.  4^6.     An  nciimt   Pinhiitn  or   Fcnixn  ilotiiution   ka  I   John 
deCended  by  Pauliu  and  Michsclii  (vl.   399-4001,  on  the  croood  ilut  Ihr 
wrilo's  alliiiiant  to  the  dunlum  of  light  and  dukacss  atn  dcogned  to  cotwl 
Ihs  ZwoMlrlao  phlloaophy  of  Klig ion  I 


itur^fl 


(Q  THE  JOtfANNlNB   TRADITION. 

The  rearrangement  of  the  so  called  'johannine'  litentur^ 
outlined  above,  is  a  tentative  hypothesis  which  involrei  sofM 
resetting  of  the  traditional  data  upon  John  the  son  of  Zeb«dn 
and  John  the  presbyter.  Ii  has  l>een  assumed  prorisionBlly 
that  the  tradition  is  correct  which  witnesses  to  an  early  manY^ 
dom  of  John  the  son  of  Zcbedee  as  welt  as  of  his  brother ;  that 

*  A«  in  DIognet.  ■c'  rpt>  sOi  tefnriX*  riF  Ai*  abn/i  t^  »imi')ii)»^. 
or  ig'=4".  If  th«  pnj-m  of  the  DidacU  repttseni  th«  McrkmeUtl  pnyvn 
of  ihc  P>lalini>n  and  Sjitian  churchct  (cp.  Andmni,  ZNU'.  w.  13$  1 1 
Kirytnl}^^,  I.  706^.),  llicy  may  tvai«  been  known  to  ihr  authe*  of  ibc 
Fouiih  gospel,  i.g.  in  cbi.  6  and  171  but  the  fonna  paivafc,  axutjttu, 
letciiibla  a  midtashic  ditcaimc  on  1^  78  (cp.  Klcin't  Dtr  UUtU  ikriiMitt 
Kauthiimui,  pp.  laof.]. 
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while  tlie  former  iTia;r  conccivabljr  be  identified  with  the  beloved 
dbciple  of  the  Fourth  gospt;!  nnd  the  ortf-inal  autliority  for  some 
of  its  special  traditions  upon  sayings  and  (to  a  lesser  degree)  the 
deeds  of  Jesus,  he  was  not  its  author;  that  the  apocalypse 
probably,  and  a  and  3  John  certainly,  were  written  by  John  the 
presbyter  in  Asia  Minor  towards  the  end  of  the  first  century; 
and  that  the  anonymous  author  of  the  Fourth  gotpd  may  have 
also  composed  (though  probably  he  did  not)  the  homily  or  tract 
which  has  come  down  to  us  under  the  canonical  title  of  i  John. 
The  internal  evidence  of  the  literature  upon  the  three  latter 
points  has  been  already  discussed  It  now  remains  to  give  an 
outline*  of  the  more  salient  features  in  the  later  tradition  of 

„tbc  second  and  third  centuries  which  bear  out  these  conclusions. 
The  modem  investigator  of  the  Johanninc  problem  resembles 

'the  woodman  in  Thcokritus;  he  is  bewildered  by  the  rich  variety 
of  topics  presented  to  him,  and  hardly  able  to  decide  where  be 

Ivould  do  best  to  begin  his  operations. 
L  ISan  it  woKHrcipor  di^p  fXur^ot  f\8iir 

rt  rp^in'  jmraX^fu  ;  iwil  TiAfi&  /n-pia  ffritF. 
The  five  writings  in  the  NT  canon  which  were  eventually 
grouped  together  as  ins/rumenfum  JokaHntvm  are  surrounded 
by  a  thick  undergrowth  of  traditions  during  the  second  and 
third  centuries,  whidi  is  neither  homogeneous  nor  lucid.  In 
order  to  clear  a  path,  it  is  necessary  to  begin,  as  we  have  done, 
with  the  internal  evidence  of  the  writings  themselves.  The 
further  problem  now  remains,  how  to  account  satisfactorily  for 
the  rise  and  variations  of  the  later  tradition,  which  associated 

P these  writings  with  the  personality  of  a  Chn.tiian  disciple,  John, 
pho  lived  in  Asia  Minor  towards  the  close  of  the  first  century. 
I  I.  Tht  Piipias-traditiaiu. — The  earliest  data  are  again,  u 
in  the  case  of  the  synoptic  problem,  fumi&hed  by  Papios ;  bis 
writings  are  only  extant  in  the  shape  of  fragroenlary  quotations 
in  Eusebius  and  other  writers  of  a  later  age,  but  fortunately  (hey 
|)fcsen-e  a  tradition  which  is  prior  to  any  otlier. 

The  roII<>win(-  piir»gnt|j)u  niahe  no  iitcmpt  lo  iurvcy  thedustjruiil  taiaty 
ii]r  of  opinion  upon  Itic  lubjcct,  oi  to  luniniuue  the  rimifiod  dec^la  □(  ilia 
pratikwi.  Thcii  UBi  is  limiil;  tu  tkMe  on*  or  two  of  llic  caidiiMl  rmilu 
of  hUlorical  inmliKalion,  whirh  Jukiifj,  In  the  opinion  ti  the  prcKOl  wrrilcr, 
th«  h^pMbc^  nndeiljing  (be  kbore  liictMr  oilkitoi  tt 
Wtitinc*' 
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The  imporUnce  of  thp  evidence  of  Pipiu  on  UiU  mattei  i«  thown  (if 
ha  that  he  I*,  u  it  mlFnliird  on  alnionc  >11  tundt  (t.f.  )iy  LichifiMi  tui 
Gutjaht.  no  leu  than  by  Hiinadc,  iUrille,  Schwartt,  MomBaun.andConMiik 
the  loutM  lot  ihc  prpiliym-lradilionB  of  ItcnKui  in  iSe  wcocd  and  6Ui 
book*  of  Ihr  <>^.  //•!<>■..  liy  the  po«lbIll(r  iliii  the  appnl  uf  Icctunu  10  lU 
AtUlic  ddcrt  vho  had  knQim  John  and  Mme  other  i|>oiHto  goM  hack 
ptimarilir  al  Iraat  to  (he  tlilert  of  the  rapiaa-liwlition.  aad  by  ibe  ptofaabiHir 
ibaE  the  Miitaiorian  Canon  (or  Ilippotytuf,  lu  author)  bonawed  to 
eatcni  ftam  ihc  biihop  of  llienpolu  (Lightfool). 

The  fint  fragment*  quoted  by  Eiuebius  (M.  E,  tii.  39)  ii 
follows : — 

etK  JitrVw  )j  a»  nl  ha  sort  rapi 


r£r  Tptcfititipiat  ta>.Cn  tiiatoi  lal 
nXJfi  ifwrjuittiftta.  avyKaTntiiat  taTr 

ifir  lxa>f<tr  Cirwrp  «l  irtXXpl,  dXU 
rgat  rl^qCq  i4Jdiriai«ir,  ai'Sl  r«'i  rii 

rtfif  rdf  iro^  TOJ>  Kv^ou  r^  rlartt 
Mofiirtt  tat  dir'  nfir^  ropa^irMi'mi 
fifi  IXqSrIai.  t(  H  ■ov  koJ  ira^aca\»i>- 
9i)i:(i(  nt  tdTi  rficiitlirr4pi/u  t\iat,  r«^ 
r^r  wp^e^ifiptitr  d'if^tvoff  \6yovt'X 
r{  'A^Jji^ai  JJ  ri   tl/rpot   »[«•■   ()  tI 

'ludrrtrf  4  MaT^tiuf  4  ril  trrpot  rwv 

i  ri>«;ti)npM 'Iwdmr*!  'i  '^^  Kt^ilsu 
fioffir'o'-  X^DKOv.  a<t  yiifi  ri  /■  rOr 

ftofOi',  f««r  tA  n^  JW<t  ^Mv^i  'Ol 


Nor  shall  I  hcdUle,  ■loog  wkb  tf 
own  inicqirnatiotu,  la  Ml  down  fc« 
thee  whaUoc*cf  1  leattit  wWi  e*N 
and  remcmbtml  (o*  rvcooHedt  whh 
caie  tfom  the  elden.  gaaranitei>c  in 
truth.  For,  unlike  ibe  raaay,  I  dU 
not  lake  picuwc  rn  those  who  Imm 
much  to  ■ay,  but  tn  those  who  trncb 
what  ii  true  1  not  is  tttOM  who  recall 
rorelgii  conimandintMa,  but  in  thaanj 
who  recall  the  OMOHMadmcnu 

lijr  the  Lord  to  faJA  an  

fiom  the  truth  ittel/.  Pnrthenntn; 
if  anjr  one  chanced  to  airiie  who 
had  been  realty  (lai)  »  follower  of 
the  eldcra,  I  would  inqniie  a*  10  thi 
nyinei  of  the  ilden — aa  to  whit 
Andrew  or  F«tee  said,  or  rhUip,  at 
Thomaior  James,  or  John  or  Mallhtw 
or  any  other  of  thre  Loid'i  dladpls, 
also  as  to  what  Aririioa  Hid  Ibt 
picili>ler  John,  the  Lord's  dlKifta, 
My.  For  I  sDpposed  that  thinip  out 
of  books  would  not  be  of  rach  use  to 
ne  ts  the  uiierancct  of  a  Uvinf  nice 
which  was  still  with  ui. 


I 


*  Critical  disciuiions  by  H.  J.  Holiiminn  {St.  UI.  J51-J60).  Schwsru 
(OerTMii.  Sd»iuZi*tJ.gf.).  B.  W.  Bacon, /'mw^  Cnfti ^  Atftarti  imi 
Dttatt.  pp.  101  f. 

t  The  Syriac  eetslon  presupposes  niriipuar  (so  Guijalw)k.  Il  b  m  open 
question  whcthei  d  re  .  ,  .  X^ivir  dependi,  tikCTl'A><Me(  ,  ,  ,  jsa#fT>, 
OR  \lri»vt  trt  directly  (so,  *./.,  Harnack,  Corasca,  S<hinie«M)  ca  l««</>nr 
Uysvi.  In  the  latlei  ease,  Aiiilion  and  the  prtsbyler  John  woukt  1w 
■ingW  oat  from  the  rest  of  the  wprapinpat.  The  raitor  wo«ld  only  b« 
able  to  report  what  the  prest'Vtert  knew  of  ih«  apoMlM,  biu  ha  wouU  be 
■tdc  to  tpcak.  fiom  petional  itiicrcourse.  about  the  other  two. 

t  GtamRutically,  this  might  mean  either  (so,  (X>  Z*^")  <))u   Andie*. 
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Ai  llic  openfnj:  wanlt  Indlolt,  the  nccrpt  it  lakcn  from  iht  )>relaM  to 
the  iGve  booki  ol)  iftryifiii  \aytMi'  nipuuiSr,  which  Cflntiiitil  of  liiierpiela' 
lioctt  or  «xponlioni  of  Xtya  ii/^iaiii,  io|[c(hcr  with  ti^y^m  (Mplantliaml 
of  ihc  Myinetofjctiu,  >uch  u  Arittlun  funil«h«d,  and  iraiMjjmf  such  At 
those  of  Johci  Ihe  prcibjicr  [Jir.  £.  Hi.  39.  14).  Thew  itrrVnt  ef  Puplu 
may  hai«  liern  <litcc(cd  agBiiul  enoitic  oommcnUrin  like  Ihe  lengthy 
E^tfrtka  of  Hasilidci ;  if  (o,  hit  1iuicua|;e  b  carefully  chotcn  I|ip.  187-1881. 
These  vetboK  ntiicnalio  made  thcii  appeal  to  *o  aprBtoIic  Indttliin  (irp, <.£. 
Ten.  lA- ;*rrf^. '(■If.  35).  which  wat  luppoMd  10  havi- been  tecrer  and  csoleric ; 
Paplai  (henloic  cloimi  th«l  hit  spailolic  tnulitloni  mie  ^lied  and  dliKI.  For 
the  '(brcigD  commanclmenti,'  lec  I  Jn  a*-", 

I  The  firsl  problem  of  the  passage  (a)  is  to  ucertun  the  exact 
idation  between  I'npias  and  his  authorities.  Wriiing  prohahly 
between  A-D.  140  and  150,  he  is  recalling  inquiries  made  in  hiB 
earlier  life  {i.t.  during  the  first  quurter,  perhaps  even  the  first 
liocadc  of  the  second  century).  But  are  the  'sayings  of  the 
elders'  equivalent  to  what  follows,  or  does  thi;  phnuc  mean 
Ihdi   reports  of  what   thu   following  disciples  of  [he  Ixird  had 

•  uid?  The  latter  i»  more  [irobable.  These  irpttriHrtfioi  were 
not  apostles;  their  Ao^m  related  what  the  apostles  or  primitive 
disciples  had  said.*  As  Eusebius  assumed,  the  -uptalivTtpoi  of 
I'apias  were  dimply  pupils  or  successors  (yvu/u^oio^flTTui  Tutv 
irmrroXaiv)  of  the  primitive  disciples.  We  gel  three  stages, 
therefore:  (i.)  the  apvstles  or  disciples  of  Ihe  Lord,  then 
(ii.)  the  wptv^vTtfioi  who  preserved  their  traditions,  and  finally 
{iiL)  followers  of  the  wpia^vrtpoi.  Papias  had  never  known  any 
of  the  original  apostles.  For  information  about  their  leaching  lie 
depended  on  men  whom  Ircnxus  {adv.  /ftur.  v.  j,  i)  described 
u  «i  rpwfiuTtfiOi  ruv  ^irotrroXuiv  tui&tmt.  Even  with  these  he 
could  not  maintain  any  continuous  intercourse ;  he  had  to  fall 
back  upon  casual  visitors  to  his  parish  or  diocese  who  were  in  a 
pOBtion  to  report  their  oral  teaching.  I'hc  alternative  is  to  put 
(L)  and  (ii.)  together  and  regard  ol  rpor/ivTtpai  as  including,  if  not 
equivalent  to,  the  personal  disciples  of  Jesus  mentioned  by  name. 
This  exegesis  has  Ihe  advantage  of  giving  an  apparently  lucid  sense 
to  the  third  sentence ;  what  the  elders  told  their  followers  was 


I 


elc,  MT/vihe  elden  ia  queilion,  or  (to,  f^t  Schwiru,  Coruen.  KicyenbDhI : 
IL  735  r.,  Abtxut)  thai  (he  Xi>ai  of  the  elder*  related  to  what  Andre*  and 
the  ml  laid.  The  Utiei  view  inieipoKs  more  ipacc  between  Paplat  and 
the  diiciplei  than  Ihe  former. 

*  Thai  b  now  admitted  by  BelMi  [WT.  3il.\  who  t^ntt  that  the  inter- 
pretslioa  of  Eiuebiut  it  correct  on  thii  point. 
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what  they  {I.e.  Andrew,  etc.)  knew  of  Je«m.  But  i  P  5'  ii  i 
slender  peg  on  which  to  hang  the  assertion  that  the  (iwelw) 
apostles  could  be  called  jrptaffvnptu  by  a  man  in  the  period  of 
Papias,  even  if  wpta^'ittpoi  were  rendered  "ancient  worthies.' 
Besides,  0!  -rptvpiitpoi  cannot  be  identified  with  Andrew,  etc,  for 
Peter  and  James  at  least  had  died  before  Papias  was  born ;  anij 
if  ol  IT.  merely  included  Andrew,  etc.,  he  would  natumlly  havr 
written  wopa  nvav  rw  irpur^vripniv  instead  of  referring  twice  to 
ot  r.  as  a  homogeneous  group.  Finally,  there  is  an  implicit 
distinction  between  01  v.  and  01  tov  Kifuav  tmfirjral. 

This  opens  up  the  second  (6)  problem,  Why  are  Aristion 
and  John  ihe  ptesbyier  called  ol  t.  k.  itafitfrai?  Unless  it  11  in 
the  general  sense  of  Christian  (Ac  9'),  the  words  are  probably 
either  a  primitive  corruption  or  an  interpolation  (Abbott,  EBi. 
1815;  Mommsen  in  ZNIV.,  1901,  156-159).  For  the  latter 
hypolhcsi.i  there  is  some  textual  evidence  {e^.  the  Armenian  and 
Syriac  versions) ;  on  Ihe  former,  we  may  either  add  luoBijtwv  alter 
Rvptov  (Renan,  iv.  pp.  xxiii  f.,  vi.  48,  and  Abbott,  Exfi.*  iil 
945  f.),or,  iKtter  still,  read  (Bacon, /flZ.,  1S98.  176-183)  -r^vna 
(by  a  natural  corruption,  TOYTtO  passed  into  TOYK?), 

The  ((-)  third  problem  relates  to  the  dtange  of  tense  in  dnr 
and  Xiyowrtf.  The  natural  sense  of  the  distinction,  unless  it 
is  a  rhetorical  variation  (so,  e^.,  Lighifoot  and  Abbott),  is  that 
Ansiion  and  John  the  presbyter  were  still  alive  at  tlie  period  to 
which  Papias  rcrcrs.  So  far  as  the  text  is  cooccmcd,  they  may 
have  been  among  the  rptv^vrtpoi  from  whom  Papias  had  once 
{worfi  learnt  Euscbius  says  that  Papias  claimed  to  be  one  of 
tbeif  heaters  (llairlas  .  .  .  'Apttrr/ufoi  tairtil  wptaf^vripKm'luaiym 
a^nfxooi-  lavTor  ^<n  yiyfaSai) ;  '  at  least,'  he  adda, '  Papias  often 
mentions  them  and  inserts  traditions  of  theirs  in  his  own  pages.' 
The  reason  given  by  the  historian  Is  obviously  too  slight  to  bear 
the  weight  of  his  inference,  for  Papias  might  have  derived  these 
traditions  indirectly.  Nevertheless,  there  is  tw  reason  why  he 
should  not  have  come  into  personal  touch  at  one  lime  in  his  life 
with  Aristion  and  John  the  presbyter.  The  chronological 
difficulty  is  not  insu|)crab1&  Even  if  they  had  been  perranal 
disciples  of  the  Lord,  ihey  iii)f;ht  have  survtred  lill  the  Ixst  decade 
of  the  first  cenlurj- — which,  on  a  fair  cslimalc  of  live  age  of 
Papias,  would  permit  him  to  have  met  them  in  his  youth.  If 
they  had  not  been  personal  disciples  of  Jesus,  Ihe  likelihood  that 
Papias  had  once  been  in  close  touch  with  them  is  incrcaM^ 
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t  although  at  Hlenpc^  he  seems  to  have  only  been  able  to  get 
information  about  them.    This  does  not  ncceaarily  iinj>t/  tliat 

tthey  were  not  in  Asia  Minor  at  the  lime.  Had  they  been 
stationed  at  EphcsuB  it  b  difficult  to  account  for  Pa[Mat'  lack  of 
acce«s  to  them  ;  but,  ai  Kcim  (i.  x::)  obteivcs,  "Asia  Minor 
n  a  wide  word,  even  without  Ephesus,"  and  it  is  not  a  necessary 

I  deduction  from  Papias  lo  argue  that  these  witnesses  to  the 
Palestinian  tradition  mutt  have  been  in  Palestine  (Bacon).* 
Nor  does  it  follow  that  they  were  dead,  and  tliat  Xiyovaw  refers 
to  their  writings  (Drummond,  199  f,},  or  at  least  to  writings  in- 
corporating their  Imdiiions.  This  would  allow  ihcm  still  to  be 
reckoned  as  personal  disciples  of  Jesus,  but  it  is  not  easy  to  see 

I  why  Eusebius  in  that  case  did  not  allude  to  their  works ;  besides, 
the  context  of  Papbs  (with  its  ininiediate  ptaise  of  oral  tradition 
in  preference  to  written)  rather  discourages  this  view. 
Finally,  as  Eusebius  proceeds  to  indicate  in  commenting  on 
the  passage,  (rf)  Papias  distinguishes  between  the  a[)Ostle  John, 
who  is  simply  ranked  among  the  apostolic  figures  of  a  bygone 
age,  and  the  presbyter  John,  who  bi-longs  lo  a  difTcxent  and  later 
group.  This  is  a  most  important  result  for  the  criticism  of  the 
Johantune  tradition.  Hauasteiier  {Theol.  LU.-Blall,  1896,465- 
468)  and  H  jell,  expanding  a  suggestion  of  Renan  (iv.  568),  propose 
to  omit  1}  ri  'luiii'i^,  on  the  ground  tliat  the  offlis.tion  leaves 
the  text  more  symmetrical  (cp.  Caracrlynck,  1 15  f.).  Zahn,  who 
{INT.  %  51)  rules  out  this  conjecture  as  daring,  reaches  the 
same  end  by  making  Papias  refer  clumsily  lo  the  apostle  John  In 
both  connections  (so  Jacquier,  iv.  pp.  99  f.,  and  Lcpin,  pp.  133  f.). 
But  neither  theory  is  justifiable.     John  the  presbyter  is  not  to  be 

■  emended  out  of  existence  in  the  interests  of  John  the  apostle. 
Tsx  second  fragment  of  Papias,  which  refers  to  John  the 
apostle,  corroborates  the  first  by  proving  not  only  that  he  did 
not  survive  to  a  late  age,  but  that  he  died  early  as  a  martyr. 
The  setting  of  this  fragment  is  less  clear  than  that  of  the  former, 
_^   but  it  has  the  compensating  advantage  of  being  in  line  with  a 


*  Aiiition  axtA  Ariiion.  oi  we  know  from  Pliilatch  uiil  Aiiilotlc,  cauld  lie 
Mcd  <A  Ihc  umc  pcnon  [ilie  Inticr  viuUni  occuri  htro  !n  Sjr.  and  Ann. 
vmioM),  liul  ihc  Arihilon  of  Tapuis  wu  n»t  Ihe  Atiaion  od  Pclla  10  whuin 
EueliiuK cbewhcte  rcfcn(cp.  Bicon,  OCG.  \.  ii«-ll8.>cainu  Roch,  TV. 
1.  a.  4S)r).  Thrrviimnre,  [houKli  nul  rnoui;h,  lo  be  MJd  (b(  I  hr  iiIvnliAcsliui 
of  Jolia  the  (irnliyirr  (siip|MMin|>  he  wu  nol  a  penoml  ilbbple  of  ICMSl 
Willi  Joha  Ihc  Kvcmh  head  of  the  church  at  JenMd»i(Sdil> 
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piece  of  evidence  Prom  the  »7noptic  trtditton.  The  evidenw  fot 
the  early  m&nyrdom  of  John  the  son  of  Zebcdee  is,  in  bcl,  ihrtw- 
fold :  (n)  a  prophecy  of  Jesu«  pmervt;d  in  Mk  io*  =  Mt  lo", 
{b)  the  witncw  of  Fapias,  and  {()  the  calendars  of  tlie  church. 

Tbc  iradlliun  \n  Bacplnl  »nd  dthnM,  on  v«rJOM  (rnunds,  by  S«b*«ru 
t,tf.  tH.),  Etbu  (iCc  bctdw).  Bouucl  {TR.,  190J.  ujf.,  iTjf.).  Vttaiem 
((/".  ii.  4ii]i  Kreyenbahl  (i.  j66f.).  Badham  {.-l/r.  Hi.  ja^T4».  ySL 
S39-554).  M«mIm  «nd  WrilhuuKn  wiil  J.  Wtim  (on  Mk  to*).  Btcca 
lEif.'',  1907,  ajaf.,  ttnd  on  MU  io»l.  Julidicr  </jVr.  377 1).  l-oiiy  (A-ff*^ 
''I9^i  56Sr.),  Scbmirdel  {£Jf,  ajog-JJIOl,  Burkitt  {Geifi/  tliitfrf  aad  A 
ThuumdiiiM,  p|x  isof.),  Holtcuuuiik'Bauer  Ipp.  igfOi  For  bet  (pp.  I^sf-L 
and  ildtinUller. 


Mai-i'iikw. 


ei/i  tm*  4ithr  TcPra  l«0*ai. 


Mt  as  usual  omils  the  parallel  clause  <cp.  3s"-Mk  it>' 
etc)  and  adds  the  tut  four  words  (cp.  35**  and  *^,  where,  in  tfae 
latter  passage,  h  ^oi^uurn-  6  irmnjp  fi«v,  u  read  by  Iren.  Orif. 
HiL  D  and  some  old  Latin  MSS,  has  be«n  altered  into  to  4t» 
/uur/itvnv).  Whether  Luke  omitted  the  whole  aoene  *  because  it 
appeared  to  limit  the  authority  of  Jesus  or  because  it  diipai^[ed 
the  apostles,  it  is  difficult  to  >ay.  In  any  case  the  primitive 
character  of  the  saying  ii  as  patent  as  iu  meaning,  viz.,  thtf 
both  James  and  John  were  to  suflet  martyrdom.  "  A  qoelque 
point  de  vue  qu'on  se  place,  clairvoyance  miraculeuse  de  J6sut 
ou  prediction  mise  dans  sa  bouche/<?if  axtlum,  Jean  ei  jBC(|ue» 
ont  bu  la  mfme  'coupe'  et  subi  le  mime  'baptime'  que  lai' 
(A.  R^ville,  Jhiti  dt  NasarelA,  i.  354),  What  drinking  the  cup 
of  Jesus  meant,  b  evident  from  passages  like  MIc  14**  and 
Atari.  Palyk.  14  (fr  £pt9ftAf  tS>v  fiaprvpwr  tf  ry  vor^pty  tm 
XpuTTov).  The  hypothesis  that  Jesus  was  simply  referring  in 
general  terms  to  persecution  and  hardship  does  i>ot  do  justice  to 
the  tptcidc  and  dcliniie  character  of  the  prediction.  Unless  it 
is  assumed  {as,  e.g.,  by  O.  Holtztnann)  that  thu  antici|ution  ot 

*  Spilla'a  ■Uempl  10  prore  thu  III*  hvourite  LiAc  wat  eortecl  (Zflflf . 
1910,  39-s8}>  and  IhM  the  pastage,  a  l«i«r  ijrnoptic  addiiimi,  did  not  eti^mtl 
nbt  to  dcaih,  i«(i(htl}>Kia*idc  by  SchwMU(M/.  89-10)). 


EVIDENCE  OF  PAPIAS 


Jesus  wu  not  fulfilled,  we  must  ndmit  (hat  he  foretold  i  mxrlyi- 
death  for  the  two  men,  and  also  that  this  had  come  to  pan  bf 
the  time  Mark's  gospel  was  published.  James  was  beheaded  in 
the  beginning  of  the  fifth  decade  by  Herod  Agrippa  i.  (Ac  ii*^ 
Kithougb  Luke  fails  to  chronicle  his  death  any  more  than  that  of 
Peter.  It  is  possible  that  other  names*  originally  lay  in  the 
itobted  tradition  or  source  which  is  incorporated  in  Ac  ii'^, 
but  it  is  not  necessary  to  assume  that  the  two  brothers  died 
simultaneously  at  this  early  date  (so,  e.g.,  Schwartz  and  Dadham), 
and  It  is  extremely  improbable  that  John's  name  was  sub- 
sequentty  omitted  under  stress  of  the  dominant  Ephesian 
legend  (Schwartz),  after  a.D.  15a  This  involves  a  tissue  of 
historical  di(1iculties,t  including  the  identification  of  John  MarV 
with  the  John  of  Gtil  i-i.  It  is  unlikely  that  the  former  would 
be  ranked  alongside  of  Peter,  the  pillar- apostle.     If  the  death  of 

•John  the  son  of  Zebcdcc  fell  within  the  subsequent  period 
covered  by  Acts,  the  lack  of  any  allusion  to  it  is  simply  another 
el  the  many  gaps  which  are  visible  in  Luke's  narrative. 

The  fact  of  (he  martyrdom  of  John  is,  however,  corroborated 
very  soon  by  (i)  a  statement  of  Pupias,  in  the  second  book  of 
his  expositions  of  Aoyia  Kvptojoi,  ihat  John  "wu  killed  by  the 
Jews,  thus  plainly  fulfilling  along  with  his  brother  the  prophecy 

I  of  Christ  regarding  them  and  their  own  confession  and  common 
agreement  concerning  him"  (viri  'lov^ioiv  ii^jpiSi}.  vXijpwirat 
2ifXaS^  >ut4  to5  Sifk^ov  rijr  roB  XpttrrnG  itipt  nvrmr  wpoppt)tnv  xyi 
tijw  iavriui'  ifuiKoyCav  Ttpi  Tovrov  itoJ  irvy*ara.9t-7ir),l  The 
evidence  for  this  important  quotation  (of  which  the  first  three 
words  alone  belong  to  Papia*)  goes  back  lo  the  best  MS  (codex 
I  CoiilinianuB,  305)  of  Georgios  Hamartolos  (ninth  century),  who, 

' "  EUiche  tinderc,  die  ebcnfkll*  dot  Zcu£enIod  eilltlcn,  wnden   nichi 
1  mil  tittatn  fcenmat,  ali  wlien  sic  cine  cicht  itt  Rede  wette  BeilA^e 
Mm  kmnn   tUh  luum  de*   Vrrdichir*  mwctiicn,  dus  Loku  hict 
'tcvtae  Nuncn    untcrdiUckt    hat.    MdleJchl   aiMli    niu    cImd   einugcn" 
(WcUh&usai,  Nilf  nv  Afgtirhuhtt.t). 

ttSchwuu  («»*  p.  »84.  anil  ZNW,.  1910,  tool.)  triM  ■  chronolof^ol 
lljrpulbeds,  by  pUciriK  P^ul'i  joumcy  (Ac  lJ-14)  •flcr,  not  before,  ihe  erentu 
of  Ac  1  J,  and  liking  ll"**!!!!  Ij'-l6'  a»  venioni  of  Iheiameeient,  inotdei 
10  allow  Piul't  c«nAtc1  with  the  [liilac-apeqtlm  >t  Jeruntem  (Gal  i>*  a')  la 
peecede  a-D.  43-44.  the  date  of  the  mairyidom  of  (he  ton  of  Z«bedee ;  but 
the  chtoDolofy  ii  highly  ipeculatire  |iee  abore.  p.  J09).  involvlni:  (he  con- 
**1R0a  of  Paul  in  a.  d.  28-19  »)d  th«  crudliiion  ■  year  oi  (wo  eoiUei. 

t  Tlien  feUovi  Mk  ic^.  It  is  impowiblc,  with  Codd,  Gutjahr,  and 
fltken,  to  nSntmiM  irjip4(h^,  here  ot  tn  Geor^oa,  tn(o  tnjuty  01  c>il«. 
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i  propos  of  the  synoptic  logion  (Mlt  lo*'),  declares  in  Wi 
Chronicle  thai  John  the  ai)0!tt)e  afl«  writing  his  gospel  did 
suffer  amrtyrdom  {Ciron.  iii.  134.  i),  buttraaing  the  suiemeni 
Upon  Papias  and  Origen.  The  fotmcr  is  miscalled  axmnmn 
fWrou  ffnintvoi.  «nd  the  reference  to  iHe  latter*  seem* 
erroneous.  But  the  recent  publication  (TU.,  18S8,  v.  a,  170)  of 
the  de  Koor  fmgmcnt  of  wiut  is  evidently  an  epitome  (7th  to 
8th  cent.),  based  on  the  XpionaviK^  itrropia  or  ChromitU  ol 
Philip  Sideics  (5th  cent.),  rcmoi>'cs  all  doubts  as  to  whether 
Papias  really  wrote  something  to  this  effect.  This  chronicler 
incidentally  lends  a  powerful  support  to  the  former  ■lliuioo,  bjr 
quoting  ihus :  '  f  apias  in  his  seirond  book  says  that  John  the 
divine  {i  6tt)K6yo^)  and  James  his  brother  were  kilted  by  the  fl 
Jews '  (tiro  louSui'iui'  At^piSrjaay).  While  this  tjuoution  caonot  be  ^ 
verbally  exact,  as  6toK6yoi  is  not  known  to  have  been  applied 
to  John  earlier  than  the  close  of  the  fourth  century  (cp.  Bouaet, 
p.  117,  as  against  Schwartz),  it  is  indubitable  that  the  worii  ctf 
Papias  must  have  contained  some  statement  of  this  nature  H 
about  the  two  sons  of  Zebedcc-f  The  excerpts  are  both  late; 
the  later  of  the  two  may  be  taken  from  the  epitome  of  Philip  (cp^ 
Funk's  Pa/MS  Apoit.  i.  368  C),  and  Philip's  reputation  as  an  iride- 
pendent  historian  is  not  particularly  high  (cp.  Socrates,  H.  E. 
vii,  17;  I'hotius,  Cod.  35);  but,  although  absolute  certainty  is 
unattainable,  our  deduction  is  (hat  there  are  no  very  valid 
reasons  for  conjecturing  that  they  both  mistook  the  sense  of 
some  passage  in  Papia.s,l  which  either  (so  Drummond)  referred 
to  John  as  /u^tvc  (not  in  tlic  Ira^c  but  in  the  ordinary  sense 
of  the  term),  or  described   the  martyrdom  of  John   (i.t,  the 


I 


*  0(i|[en,  in  .VI.  I.  trJ.  6.  already  txplaiat  the  tjtmptic  Mylnc.  oilh 
rcgstd  (o  John,  by  meuu  of  the  Indilion  which  identified  bim  vilh  Itie  John 
of  th«  apocalyiMe. 

t  On  Ihc  cxiieme  Itnprobabilily  of  the  conjtcliuct  (ep.  Gutjahr,  fp. 
107  f.]  by  which  Ughirnot  {Eiufyi  m  Sufenu/.  Xtlifitm,  pp^  at  I  f.),  Zahn, 
Schlaltcr  (ff/'T:  H.  3.  pp.  50 f.),  an>]  llatntek  would  eliminate  itx  wnol 
Zcbcdce  ffom  the  Icxi  of  Gcorfiios,  ice  Schnuedd  (£A'.  Sjo;  L]  anl 
Ckmtn  lA/T..  1905.  &18C), 

;  Slill  IrM,  tliat  faplot  liinuelf,  an  ifiX'"'"  dH*.  waa  In  error  U  h«  nadr 
•ucli  a  slatcaienl.  "  l(  ripins  nmdc  it,  ihc  <)ua(ion  rcBUDi  wbrihrr  hf 
made  il  undc«  uinie  iniuppicticniimi,  or  iiicicly  tiy  nay  of  cipraMHf  Ui 
eonviction  iliai  the  pt<jpliccy  of  Mk.  x.  39  had  found  a  literal  (iilfiliMnt 
Ndlhct  eiplnnation  i>  very  probable  ia  view  of  the  early  dale  of  raplM,* 
So'cle,  /l/v,-j.yf!f  9f  St.  /fikm,  p.  claxv. 
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Baptist)  and  James  the  Lord's  brother  (so  Remard,  conjcctiir 
ing  that  0AaEA*OCAYTOYKAimK<i)BOC  is  a  conuplion  of 
0Aa6A*0CT0YKYIAKWB0C).  These  conjectures  arc  in- 
{(enious  but  unnecessary.  As  to  the  former  theory,  the  whole 
trend  of  the  later  ecclesiastical  tradition  was  in  the  opposite 
direction,  to  regard  the  witness  of  John  as  nontragic  As  to 
the  latter,  while  the  two  Jameses  were  repeatedly  confused  in 
later  tradition,  it  is  no  argument  against  James  the  son  of 
Zebedee  to  say  that  he  wax  not  literally  killed  by  the  Jews,  for 
the  same  expression  is  applied  to  Jesus  (e.g.  Ac  j"  roCrof  .  .  . 
AvtikoTt),  (hough  Herod  in  the  one  case  and  Pilate  in  the 
other  were  responsible  for  an  act  which  pleased  or  was  prompted 
by  the  Jews.  Furthermore,  the  collocation  of  John  the  Baptist 
and  James  the  Lord's  brother  is  much  less  natural  than  that  of 
the  two  sons  of  Zebedee. 

Upon  the  whole,  then,  there  docs  not  appear  to  be  any  par- 
ticularly strong  ground  for  the  rejection  of  the  I'apias- tradition,  e.g. 
by  Harnack  (ACL.  ii.  r.  66a  f, ;  TLZ.,  1909,  lo-i  j,  in  a  review 
of  Bernard),  Drummond  (pp.  217  f.),  Stanton  (GHD.  i.  166  f.), 
Zahn  {ForschungeN,  vi.  147  t),  H.  B,  Workman  {PerseeuHon  in 
Iht  Early  Church,  1906,  3si-36iX  Lepin  (VoripMt  du  ^atr. 
tvangile,  pp.  108  f.).  Abbott  {Dial.  3935-'394i),  J.  H.  Bernard 
{Irish  Chunk  Quarterly^  1908,  51-66),  and  J.  Armitage  Robinson 
{Tht  Ilittoricai  Charasttr  af  St.  John's  Gospel,  1908,  pp.  64-So), 
if  it  can  be  connected  organically  with  the  subsequent  and 
divergent  traditions  of  the  church.  Before  proceeding  to 
dcmonslmtc  this  connection,  however,  we  must  weigh  the  fact 
that  (f)  the  evidence  of  some  ancient  calendars  (Rgit,  ZiVT., 
1891,  pp.  379  f>;  i^rbcs,  ZKG.,  1901,  pp.  aoo  f.)  farours 
indirectly  the  existence  of  such  a  tradition.  In  the  fourth 
century  Syriac,*  "John  and  James,  the  apoHtles  in  Jerusalem," 
are  commemorated  together  as  martyrs  there  on  Dec  17 
between  Stephen  (Dec,  a6)  and  Paul  and  Peter  (in  Rome,  Dec. 
a8);  the  Armenian  and  Golhi co-Gallic  agree,  and  possibly 
(he  original  form  of  the  sixth  ccntur)-  Carthaginian  |  (corrobor- 


f  *  Edited  br  W.  Wiight,  /aum.  SaenJ  Lit.  (1865]  36  f..  413  £  ;  q>. 
H.  Achclit,  Jii  MarSyrr!tgi4ti  (rQOo),  p(\  30-71.  In  view  of  ordioaiy  usife 
■od  the  menlion  of  Konie  in  eonnccliun  with  Piiul  uid  IVier,  It  b  not 
ptotwUe  Ih>t  jeniMlcm  htte  denoie*  (10  Guijahr)  mctcly  the  pluc  of  the 
lEMiml'l  oelctmkllon,  and  ncit  the  loolily  of  the  marlynlom. 

K        t  Wh«te  •  icrfbc  in  the  exunt  (fii  ha*  wr«ii{[1x  put  Juha  ibc  B^iltn 
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Med  \>f  the  NoTtb  African  /V  RekapHtmate,  t.  A.D.  150,  vhidi 
contains  this  sentence :  "  He  said  to  the  sons  of  Zeb«dc«,  '  Aie 
yoble?'  For  he  knew  the  men  had  to  be  baptised,  not  ontyin 
water  but  also  in  their  own  blood  ").  Two  calendars,  from  (he 
Eut  and  the  West  respectively,  thus  rcRcct  a  belief  that  Jobn 
the  apostle  sufTcrcd  a  mattyt-death.  The  fotmn  tallies  with 
the  evidence  of  a  Syriac  homily  of  Aphrahat  (a.i>.  344),  <li 
ptritcutiant,  which  ($  13)  bids  its  heaters  listen  to  "these 
name*  of  martyrs,  of  confessors,  and  of  the  periecuted,"  and. 
after  reciting  the  stories  of  OT  worthies,  proceeds,  "  GreX 
and  excellent  is  the  martyrdom  of  Jesus.  He  surpassed  in 
afllictioD  and  in  confession  all  who  were  before  or  after.  And 
after  him  was  the  faithful  martyr  Stephen  whom  the  Jews  stoned. 
Simon  also  and  Paul  were  perfect  inattynf.  And  Jamei 
and  Jobn  walked  in  the  footsteps  of  Christ  their  master." 
Plainly  these  are  alt  examples  of  the  lirst  of  the  claswi 
mentioned,  vix.  the  martyrs.  Aphrabat  then  adds  examples  of 
confessorK.  "  Also,  others  of  the  apostles  thereafter  in  diverM 
places  confessed  and  proved  true  martyrs."  Finally,  h«  notes 
the  per»ecuied.  "And  also  concerning  our  brethren  who  ue 
in  the  West,  in  the  days  of  Diocletian  there  came  great  afilic- 
tion  and  persecution,"  etc  Upon  the  whole,  then,  the  evidence 
of  the  early  catholic  calend&rs,  though  not  on  the  same  footitig 
as  that  of  the  two  other  blocks  of  evidence,  serves  to  corrobonte 
■ubatantially  the  tradition  which  they  embody. 

Fuitbei  con&nnation*  of  this,  the  earliest  tradition  upon 
John  the  apostle,  is  furnished  incidentally  by  Hcrsikleon,  the 
early  gnostic  commentator  on  the  fourth  gospel  (cp.  Oem. 
Sirom.  iv.  9),  who  mentions,  in  connection  with  Ut  la"**',  those 
who  had  escaped  martyrdom,  "  Matthew,  Fhilip^  Thomas,  Levi, 
and  many  others."  John's  name  is  significantly  omitted  from 
the  list,  for  in  view  of  his  contemporary  importar>ce  it  is  hardly 
possible  tliat  he  could  have  been  included  among  the  "  many 
othen."    As  time  went  on,  the  dominant  Ephesian  legend  of 

(who  it  cntnincniom«d  on  Jun*  14th)  iMload  of  John  lh«  >poMk,  pottlUy 
ewinS  to  ihc  mention  of  Hetod  (confu>in)[  (he  Herod  of  Ac  la*  with  hi*  «l 
Mk  6"|:  cp.  Acb^lis.  0/.  €U.  pp.  18-19.  '^l'"  {F*^^-  *■-  U7  t.)  nA 
ionic  other*  even  pio|>otE  10  tt*A  John  iht  IhptlM  (or  John  th«  ifOMlc  la 
the  P«piu.fisgmeot  (k«  above). 

'  Cp.  KeiiQ,  V.  S3  r,  who  drndy  rNagniK<l,  with  Volkmar,  that  tkt 
■(■iliiiun  rrpmemed  by  Georjlo*  I  Umarlc-lM  muM  apply  m  John  tltt  apoiCle. 
Uii  aigumcDU  weft  not  fully  net  by  Giimin  in  ZIf'T.,  1S74,  131  L 
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ihe  long-lived  apostle,  due  in  part  (o  deductions  from  the 
Fourth  gotpel  and  the  &i)oailypse,  in  part  to  the  cunfuiion  of 
John  the  |ir«byt<:r  and  John  the  apostle,  tended  to  obhterate 
not  only  John  ihc  picsbytci's  ligurcs  but  th«  Ur-awny  tradition 
of  John  the  aposlle'i  early  d»th.  It  is  remarkable,  howe%'cr. 
to  find  the  latter  vibrating  still  at  one  or  two  places.  Thus, 
while Qement  of  Alexandria  tells  the  story*  of  J<^n  and  the 
robber,  which  implied  his  long  life,  he  also  {Stnrm.  viL  i;,  ^  H 
arocrniAwv  aurvv,  i^,  ChrtSi,  )t*Xfi*  7*  '^^  IlauAaii  Xtirm/pyiat  iwi 
aipuirot  T«X<u)vriu)  assumes  that  all  the  teaching  apostles  had 
closed  ilieir  careers  before  a.d.  70.  Similarly  Chrysostom  In 
one  homily  (IxxvL)  says  that  John  tlie  apositc  "lived  for  a  long 
while  after  the  capture  of  Jerusalem, "  while  in  another  (Ixv.) 
he  enpounds  Mi  ao**  upon  the  lines  of  the  earlier  tradition  as 
a  prophecy  of  martyr-Jcath  for  the  sons  of  Zcbcdce.  Eveo 
Gregory  of  Nyssa  may  be  cited  as  one  of  the  bter,  perhaps 
unconscious,  witnesses  to  the  accuracy  of  the  Papias- tradition, 
since  in  his  LauJaiio  Sup^ni,  as  well  as  in  his  de  liasilio  magna, 
he  groups  Peter,  James,  and  John  as  martyred  apostles,  and  places 
them  between  Stephen  and  Paul.  The  Muratorian  canon,  which 
already  vindicates  the  canonicity  of  the  Johannine  writings  by 
means  of  the  apostolic  authorship,  had  also  reflected  indirectly 
the  Papias- tradition  by  assuming  that  the  Fourth  gospel  was 
composed  while  the  apostles  were  still  together  (iV.  before  a.i>. 
70),  and  by  asserting  that  in  writing  to  seven  churches  Paul  was 
simply  " scqutns prodecessoris  sui  lohannis  ordincm."  The  un- 
duonolo^cal  nature  of  the  latter  remark  was  due  not  simply  to 
the  canonical  prestige  of  the  Johannine  writings,  but  to  the 
vague  influence  of  the  tradition  which  in  one  form  associated 
Juhlt^  literary  exploits  and  experiences  of  persecution  with 
Chadha  and  Nero.  A  similar  fluctuation  l>etwccn  the  tradi- 
tion of  the  martyrdom  and  that  of  the  banUhmenI  occurs  in 
tlhe  enigmatic  passage,  Tcrt.  dtpraser.  hartt.  56  (the  apostrophe 
to  the  church  of  Rome,  "ubi  Petrus  possioni  dominicsc  ada;- 
ijuatur;  ubi  Paulus  lohannis  exitu  coronatur  [cp.  the  Muratorian 
ciooo's  order  of  John  and  Paul];  ubi  apostolus  iohannes,  post- 
caquam  in  oleum  igneum  demersus  nihil  pasaus  est,  in  insulam 
relegalur").  The  story  of  his  scatheless  immersion  in  a  cauldron 
of  bmling  oil,  which  apparently  goes  back  to  the  A<ta  Jekannii 

t*  It  It  late  and  |a«tty  and  doubtful,  like  the  tale  of  Sir  Wntter  Ralegh 
lodbkckMk. 
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(cp.  Zahn'a  ed.  pp.  cxvi  f.),  was  a  tejut'cnating  touch  introduced  ki 
order  to  harmonise  the  older  tradition  of  his  martyrdom  with  hit 
legendary  longevity.  Hb  *  baptism '  was  thus  made  harmless.  He 
became  a  pfpnt  in  Ihe  double  sense  of  the  term.  The  original 
selling  of  the  story  was  probably  in  Nero's  reign  (qx  Jerom«, 
adv.Jimii*.  L  >6,  reporting  Tcrtullian);  afterwards,  when  be  wm 
identified  with  John  the  seer  and  witness  of  the  apocaljrpsct  the 
Domitianic  pi^riod  of  the  latter  kd  to  the  subsequent  tnuuference 
of  the  talc  from  Nero  to  Domilian.  The  other  legend,  thai  he 
drank  a  aip  of  poison  unharmed,  lietrays  the  same  tcndervcy  to 
evade  the  literal  implication  of  the  synoptic  prophecy  ;  but  in  thii 
case  the  feat  was  readily  transferred  to  him  from  Justus  Barsabbat 
(m  Pairias  tiuoted  in  Kus.  H.  E.  iii.  39.  9) — whiclj  would  be  all 
the  fDOie  easy,  as  Dadliam  ingeniously  points  out,  sitKe  the 
Enctatitc  phraseology  made  Christ  rcmore  from  John  "the 
serpent's  poison,"  i.e.  sexual  desire.  Another  legend,  that  of 
John  aitd  Ccrinthus  in  the  bathhouse  (Etis.  H.  E.  tti.  18.  6),  is 
abo  told  of  Ebion  (Epiph.  xxx.  34)  and  of  a  Jewish  rabbi  during 
Hadrian's  reign. 

%  3.  Tie  frenaus-traditwm.  —  If  these  deductions  from  the 
Fapios -traditions  are  correct,  the  later  testimony  of  Irenseus* 
must  be  erroneous,  Irena:us,  in  his  letter  to  Ftorinin  {Eus. 
//.  E.  V.  ao),  warns  him  against  ceruin   Soy>»ara.    ToCra  ti 

frv^(HTi]Vavr(«,  oS  rapihautiv  atu.  Then  he  reminds  Ploftnus 
of  one  of  these  wpvrfiirtpot,  viz.  a  fianaipwt  khi  Jr<xTToXiirit 
rptir^TtpiK,  Polykarp,  in  who$e  company  he  (Ircnxus)  rait  In 
Iw  {i.e.  in  his  teens)  in  rf  Kant  'Avi^  had  seen  Plorinus.  Irenxus 
says  he  can  remember  how  Polykarp  used  to  de&cribe  his  inter- 
course with  John  and  also  with  the  rest  who  had  seen  the  Lord, 
and  how  he  used  to  repeat  their  sayings  and  traditions  about 
Jesus  (xiyTA  aCfti^va  nut  ypa^t).    Folykarp  was  thus  one 

*  Deftaett  of  iu  (ruitwotihincM  by  Sluiton  {CHD.  I.  aijCk  V,  Roc 
{flB..  iSot,  S16-S14I.  and  Gwxlun  {Cmltmf.  JfeeitiB.  1897,  sn-sj&f, 
Acconlinc  (o  V.  (\.  I^wU  {Tkt  /rrnau:  Tntiimn/  to  tlu  Fimrtk  Gaiftl, 
lit  RxitM,  Mtamlttf.  aid  Valut.  ChicoEo,  1908),  the tf%4m.i  ol  Eul  //.  S. 
•.  ao,  6  were  Rpante  booklels  of  Johanninc  lemipMOMcei  of  ibc  lile  aai 
wonlior  Jnut,  circutkiinc  in  the  chutclirs,  which  wtre  «eaipl«*l,  prrtMia 
by  folfkaip  hinuelf,  into  the  Fouitli  goipcl.  ll  it  mart  than  pnAMe  iImi 
tbegMpel  ori|;iTuled  in homllio *nd  >ddiesa«swhkbhacl  Diif^nally  ■  *r|«nla 
m^AaMr,  bat  ihcotdiiucy  t«iueof^gmfa(  hae[™5cr>i'tum)u  DiMcreleraBi 
10  ibc  conlexL 
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'of  the  vpttrfivrtpM  Upon  whom    Irenieu*   and    Florinus,   like 
Fapias,   were  dependent  for  ibdr  inlurmalion  about  the  eye- 

»wilnct«cs  of  JestM.  He  was  an  older  man  than  I'apias,  though 
be  probably  died  before  hiro.  Consctiuently,  if  Irenicus  is 
conecl,  his  testimony  to  John  Ihc  apostle  b  of  Srst-rate 
in)portan<;c. 
B  But,  while  any  wholesale  deprediition  of  Irenaus  is  uncritical 
"(sec  Prcuschcn  on  SchwartE  in  BeriiMtr  Phtlol.  liWkcnschri/t, 
1906,  101-105),  and  while  hiii  letter  to  Florinus  is  not  to  be 
bnubed  aside  as  a  piece  of  unauthentic  partisanOiip  (Schotlen, 
Der  Apoiiti Johanna  in  Kkin-AiUn,  1871,  pp.  63  f,),  he  must  be 
Hbeld  to  have  mistaken  what  Polykarp  *  said,  and  10  have  confused 
™  John  the  presbyter  with  John  the  apostle  Like  Benjamin 
Franklin,  he  had  'ever  a  pleasure  in  obtaining  any  little  anec- 
dotes'of  his  spiritual  ancestors;  but  his  memory,  partly  owing 
to  bis  dcsitc  to  safeguard  the  apostolic  authority  of  the  Fourth 
gospel,  misled  him  here  as  elsewhere.  Thus  he  confuses  Peter 
and  Jesus,  «s  if  Ac  5"  applied  to  the  latter  (cp.  TU.  »xi.  1, 
p.  40),  ox  well  as  James  the  son  of  Zebcdcc  and  the  James  of 
Ac  ij-Gal  I  {adv.  Haer.  iii.  la.  15).  He  also  infers  («rfr. 
Ha€r.  ■a.  aa,  TU.  xni.  t.  41,  6j  f.),  cither  from  the  Fourth  gospel 
3*  8*')  or  from  the  Asiatic  presbyters  who  claimed  to  represent 
John's  tradition,  that  Jesus  did  not  die  till  the  rdgn  of  Claudius 
{f>.  not  till  iiSXtx  K.x>.  41}. 

This  infncoce  hu  in  imporlani  btaring  on  the  whole  Nibject.  Wlialorei 
wailticncanlnet 'Xxhed  to  (he  foity-iixynnofi**— whether  it  repmcnii 
the  period  between  the  tnitiBlion  of  lleiod  the  Gteit't  buildin);  xhrme 
(ao  a.1^)  uid  the  d*le  at  which  the  scene  of  this  diteanioo  is  luid  (>.r.  a.i>. 
37-28),  or  alludei  to  Vxti!\  temiilc  {,Diai.  2o]j>2ox4),— ndlhri  it  nor  ihe 
allonon  in  8"  (where  BIbb,  Schwicii.  WcllhiuKQ  follow  |t*  Syr**"  uh.  in 
iwdJBg  Iha  moic  luciol  liut  icn  pungent  Jwpu/  ««,  £OPAK€C€  (c« 
€OPAK£C)  ii  tcspoiuible  for  the  eaiiaociliniry  eief;elinl  Uundei  of 
Ircnmi  o(  of  his  Buihoaiika,  the  Johuinine  prcshyicii,  that  bom  iwrivo 
to  iwtaly  yean  elipieil  between  Ihe  baptiim  and  the  death  of  Jcnis.  If 
this  Ijkdltion  was  picked  op  l>y  Iierunit  from  the  bocik  of  Pipias,  it  richly 
oonfirmi  Ihe  impteuioa  of  uncriticd  credulity  which  Ihe  other  tiadltluot  of 
Ihi*  Mkool  or  cfach  make  upon  the  modem  reader.     Neither  I'apiju  nor  his 

*  Folykarp  himtelf  nerci  calls  the  apoule  John  hi*  t«Bchcr  i  indwd,  he 
Kvcf  alludes  to  him  oi  all. 

t  I.ater  tnditinn  took  it  literally  (cp.  the  paeiido-Cypiianic  D»  moiitittu 
Sim  ft  Sim.  4).  and  Loisy  (19J)  hui  recently  lerSved  the  aJlesorieal- literal 
■nterprtuiion.  For  ihe  anliiValcnTininn.  snii-Lucan  malivc  of  the  piutasr, 
ate  above,  pp.  5J0,  jtli,  and  (tacon'* /i»irr4  <A>i/v/|pp.  394!). 
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infofniKnti  can  have  hu\  miy  accuruc  acqiwlnunce  with  the  Jotm  wImm  Akt 
dum  M  ihfir  ipaiialii;  atuthoriiy.  That  tndiiiMU  an  nnply  bnbMk 
bfctciicn  4raH'ii  Uam  Ihr  Johanniae  litcreltitc  ilttll  i  wbcthri  PapiM  ■» 
prinuuily  reipexiiiLlc  (or  thcit  tircukllon  or  nol.  ihcy  could  atvei  1m*«  oobc 
Efoin  ■  diidple  who  hod  been  ■  laembct  of  the  iwdve  (cp.  Schitaiii,  pp.  }1 1 
OeiiMn  In  A/T.  U.  661-66],  and  Comni  I&  ZNW.,  1901,  >oi-i37>. 
Similaily,  anything  die  [icnicui  i]uoi«  Tiorn  the  piohytm  who  ue  chMri 
to  hive  bnn  in  Touch  with  the  apoillc  John,  it  of  ■  Kinguiifly  onapotlalk' 
chaimcla  1  not  only  thli  ttiulliiijn  that  Jetui  died  wh«n  he  wm  la  hbtftof 
%ti*i»r,  Le.  ovet  forty  01  fifty,  but  ihceicgciiiof  Rc»-  I3"("'-  30l  1),  and  the 
erotetquc  Myitij;  (p.  3JI  atxiut  ihc  (tuilful  vinct  of  ihc  mcuianic  era  (v.  }J. 
3),  if  they  do  not  niiliute  deciavel}'  agajrut  an  apottolic  wuice,  Mftaiolj  d« 
not  preiu^pose  it.  There  is  nothing  in  Inwcw'  Inditioa  of  tbe  ddcn 
which  polnti  10  *ay  nllininle  JohftnntcM  •poaullc  MUto^  aod  a  good  dtd 
which  invBlidates  any  such  reference. 

Irenxus  was  abo  mistaken,  as  Eusebhii  potnis  out  {,H.  £.  liL 
39.  3),  in  making  Papias  a  hearer  of  the  apoailc  John.  There  is 
other  evidence  to  show  that  he  used  diuipvtut  ap^Unlomm  in  a 
careless  and  loose  sense,  Once  at  least  he  tnadt'eriently  oon- 
vctts  a  presbyter  gui  audierat  ai  Ms  fui  apotlol^  uiArant  (tv. 
37,  i)intoa^i>(T/w/Kr  aposloiomm  (iv.  31.  1);  and  tltts  signi6c>iit 
instance,  all  the  more  »gnilicant  that  it  is  utddental,  corrobonta 
the  conclusion  that,  in  his  reminiscences  <A  his  boyhood  beside 
Polykar|),  he  mistook  similarly  the  presbyter  John  for  theaposik. 
The  date  of  Polykarp's  death  is  uncertain,  thought.  155  is  approxi- 
mately accurale  (cjx  Corsucn  in  ZNiV.,  igoi,  61  f.),  Onany  Ur 
rendering  <ff  the  chtonological  data,  Ircnreus  could  not  hare 
been  more  than  a  boy  when  he  heard  or  met  him  (Hatr.  iiL 
3.  4,  Sv  Kai  ii)uM  iaipdiiafiitv  If  rg  Vfxirji  ijfiwf  i^Xucfp)^  and  his 
letter  to  Flotinus  (//,  E.  v,  ao.  5  f.)  does  nol  imply,  even  if  it 
does  nol  exclude,  the  stippoiition  that  his  acquaintance  with  the 
aged  bishop  of  Smyrna  extended  beyond  the  days  of  his  early  ■ 
youth.  We  are  justified.  iherefDrc,  tn  refusing  to  set  aside  the  ■ 
Pspias-traditions  in  favour  of  a  claim  which  rests  ujion  such 
])recarious  grounds  and  which  is  otherwise  open  to  serious 
doubts.  H 

The  force  of  thti  arguoietit  tome  entiet  attempt  to  ^tB,  hf  ptetBg  MK 

the  improbahiUly  of  an  errui  i  Irentrus  mutt  hare  mmf  OppOltnMa^  Itt  Alii 
Minor  and  Koine  and  Caul,  al  an|uiinil»ir  hinuelf  wMi  the  beta  i  etlien, 
who  were  conlempocarici  of  Tolykaip,  muit  have  been  alive  t  utd,  Ibeielcrr. 
Ircwcni  could  not  have  wriiien  down  an  error  which  they  would  ha*«  imtantlr 
ddecled  (cp.  Diununond,  pp.  347(.  ;  Sanday,  Criliiiim  »f  f^»rtk  Gt^, 
60 f.  1  Lepb,  pp.  161  f. ;  Grqtury,  CMtft  aiU  Ttxt,  pp.  159^).  Thai 
lierunu  liad  uuuiy  liaki  with   the  lai  put  and  oppariniAk*  of  kstnloc 
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■bom  k,  mvf  be  adnuiled  freely.  But  ihg  bniing  of  «U  thb  upon  tli« 
■lUCMion  of  Iho  iccuitcy  of  hi*  memmy  i»  inother  mXtcr.  There  were 
hundtcdi  at  hit  icadcri  who  mux  hate  known  thai  Jnoi  iru  not  crudli»d 
in  itic  itipi  o(  Claudius,  A^r  enmplc  i  cTcn  the  |Heiin  hitidiian  Tuitm  knew 
(lettor.  Bui  thik  diJ  not  prevent  Irenicui  fiom  cammitlinji  hii  blunilcr,  uid 
il  does  not  entiitc  l»  to  argue  that,  becauie  >o  nuny  contcmpoiariei  coold 
have  oorrecled  him  if  he  hid  been  wrung,  ihrrefuic  he  rnutt  lure  been  cichi. 
The  wholcwie  ipptkation  of  Ihii  kind  of  arEumetit  could  be  lucd  lo 
gtiumnlec  nuiny  of  the  rooM  patent  tnaccuraciei  in  ancient  literature,  clatsicBl 
and  Qiriallan.  A*  a  prDteat  ag^lntl  uttra-iilerary  nclhoda  of  handling  early 
iradiiion  It  hai  aonic  value,  bat  it  ii  only  within  narrow  limiti  that  it 
cmn  opermlc  legititnaiely  as  a  poutive  criterion,  and  the  johannine  irltnn* 
v(  IicMen*  doM  not  bll  within  ihnc  llmila. 

Such  confusion,  owing  (o  identity  of  names,  waa  not  unex- 
ampled. The  case  of  the  two  Philips  is  a  pnraltel.  The  Philip 
of  Acts  b  one  of '  the  se\'en '  (6'),  who  is  not  one  of  the  twelve 
(gi-M),  but  nevertheless  is  an  evangelist  who  tlocs  active  work  in 
Samaria  and  elsewhere.  His  Greek  name,  his  connection  with 
the  Hellenists  (Ac  6')  in  Jcnisatcm,  and  his  efforts  outside  Judea, 
tally  with  the  refeK-ncc  in  Jn  i  )»>■**,  where,  as  elsewhere  in  the 
Fourth  gospel,  Philip  the  apostle  (i.e.  one  of  the  synoptic  twelve) 
seems  to  be  meant.  Docs  this  entitle  us  to  infer  that  the 
confusion  between  the  two  Philips  began  as  early  as  the  Fourth 
gospel  {so  Stolicn,  JPT.,  1891,  isof.;  Ix>isy,  30,  683f.; 
Holizmann-BaticT  on  Jn  ii*^),  or  (hat  the  Phiiip  of  the  I-'ourth 
gospel  is  an  itnaginaiivt;  figure  constructed  out  of  the  traditions 
about  the  evangelist  (so,  recently,  Thoma,  ;64f. ;  Krcyenbiihl,  ii. 
347f.;  VVeii.silcker,  and  Schmiedel,  £^r.  3700-3701)?  A  third 
alternative,  that  there  was  only  one  Philip,  aitd  that  the  early 
fathers  were  right  in  thinking  of  Philip  as  both  deacon  and 
apoctle  (so,  recently,  Purchas,  Johanmine  ProMems,  56-67),  is 
negatived  by  the  evidence  of  Ac  8*^"  which  assumes  that  Philip 
the  evangelist  had  not  the  apostolic  power  (8'^)  of  laying  hands 
on  converts  and  imparting  the  Spirit.  The  significant  fact  that 
the  evangelist,  whom  Luke  met  at  Caesarca  (Ac  ai"-).  h*d  ffvya- 
■ttp*%  Twaaptt  wapBiym  wfnnftiirtviwcrai,  is  the  Starting-point  of 
any  discussion  on  this  pioblem,  unless  Ac  at*  is  held,  as  1  now 
think  unlikely,  to  be  an  interpolation  (cp.  HNT.  675).  The  evi- 
dence of  Papias  would  )>e  concltisive  if  only  it  were  clear  whether 
the  Philip  whom  he  racniions  (see  pp  598,  603)  was  the  apostle 
or  the  evangelist  In  any  case,  he  derived  information  at  first- 
hand, not  from  this  Philip  but  IJom  the  daughters  of  Philip  (Eus. 
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//.  E.  iii.  39-  9-10,  uit  Si  Kara  rout  o^oi't  1^  Ilavuit  ytt^/urM,  WbCtt 
Harn.ick  and  Corsgcn  •  rightly  understand  j(fio«ow  «ftcr  nfrout). 
The  probabihty  ix  thai  his  I'hilip  was  the  apostle  {of  the  Fourth 
gospel) ;  but,  even  so,  it  does  not  Tollo*  that  the  daughters  of 
Philip  belonged  to  this  Philip's  Tamily-t  Euscbius,  who  declares 
that  ibey  Tumished  Papias  with  some  of  his  fanUkslic  Icgendt, 
assumes  that  they  were ;  but  this  may  be  due  to  the  fact  that  he 
conruscd  both  Philips,  and  it  may  be  that  only  X  Philip  the 
evanj^elist  had  daughters,  that  [hey  jirophesied  at  Hierapolit, 
and  that  they  represent  the  figures  to  which  the  Montanists 
appealed,  and  about  which  the  later  stories  gathered.  Whether 
the  Fourth  gospel  or  Papias  already  confused  the  two  Philips  or 
not,  Polykratcs  and  Proktus  did,  and  after  them  the  laier  church. 
The  a|x>stle  in  the  second -century  traditions  fell  hdr  to  the 
prophetic  and  ascetic  daughters  of  his  namesake  (cp.  Salmon, 
INT.  313-315  ;  Wendt  on  Ac  11*,  and  McGiffcri's  cxccUeDi  note 
in  his  edition  of  Eusebius,  on  iii.  31).  Polykrales,  bishop  of 
Ephcsus  (before  the  end  of  the  second  cenRiryX  testifies  that 
Philip  the  apostle,  one  of  the  great  lights  who  had  died  in  Asia, 
was  buried  in  Hierapolts  along  with  'his  two  aged  vii^ 
daughters,'  while  '4  'npa 'AI'tov  tfvyonjp  tv  Ayi<t  trrn-itan  roAirfi^ 
(TQu^  now  rests  at  Ephesus'  (Eus.  ff.  E.  iii.  31 -v.  14). 
Clement  of  Alexandria  {Strom,  iii.  6.  jaj  Eus.  H.  E.  Hi.  y>.  i) 
not  only  reckoni  Philip^  with  Peter  among  the  married  apoMles, 
but  adds,  rhx  Ovyaripat  (tvSpaaiv  if«Sw«(i>.  [□  the  dialogut  tf 
Gains  and  ProilHi  (quoted  in  Eus.  ff.  E.  m.  31.  4),  the  four 
prophetic  daughters  of  Philip  are  recorded  to  have  been  buried 
with  their  father  at  Hierapolis.  Eusebius,  wl>o  quotes  all  these 
passages,  evidently  identilicd  the  two  Philips,  as  TcrluIliAn  had 
done  before  tiim,  since  (as  is  plain  from  the  use  of  iy^oroXowt  m 

*  ZNiV.,  1901.  i!t9>a99  ('die  T<<hiMdnPh>I>pi>ii*1. 

1  The  aiiuoipheie  of  itie  nurvcllnut  in  Ac  S  (cp.  w.^'  **■ ")  Is  riftilalT 
"  in  cncirc  tiaimony  with  Ihc  itoiies  which  I'apina  glouwd  at  a  bin  iMe  b<m 
ihc  (Uuchlerk  of  I'hllip"  (Putchu,  60-61). 

:itit}uil  (Kiaiblc  that  Philip  the  ap^tle  had  atsa  daughicrs  tad  ttul 
Clnnnl  of  AlcKuldri*  ptocrrc*  in  iit>.1cpcndtnt  Iraditioa  with  itpid  W 
ihrm :  bill  [hit  IrAve*  the  confuilon  unAffKicd.  The  miMftainty  of  tfat  tUl 
in  Eiucbius,  u  SFhwuu  poicti  oui  (t6r.),  prevent*  u*  from  lading  too  oMCh 
(Ifeu  on  the  ruiition  in  numben  between  Pcdykntn  ud  the  otket 
witnevae*. 

I  He  >lto  declare*  [Slnm.  m.  15)  (hat  ihe  wi  rdt  in  L\  9^  were  :^>okca 
Id  rtillip. 


I 


I 

I 


39*  JO=Ac  I*)  hia  dactiption  of  Philip  as  tAv  Air&rroXor 
(iiu  39-  9)  refers  to  the  narrower,  not  to  the  wider  (Zahn, 
/vn^uitgrn,  vi.  i6»f. ;  Dniminond,  326).  sense  of  the  title. 
Did  Polykrates  and  Proklus  the  Montxnist  already  share  this 

•  confusion?  In  all  likelihood  they  did*  The  Aualic  tendertcy 
to  trace  church  origins  and  traditions  directly  to  members  of  the 
twelve  mutt  have  led  at  an  early  period  to  the  substitution  of 
Philip  the  apostle  for  his  namesake  the  evangcliftt 
B  9  3-  ^^^  arpimtnl  from  siteitce. — Leaving  aside,  for  the 
momcnl,  the  evidence  for  John  the  apostle's  early  martyrdom, 
and  confining  ourselves  to  the  tradition  of  his  longevity  and 
leudence  in  Asia  Minor,  we  find  the  statements  of  Irenxus,  who 

»b  the  first  and  chief  witness  for  this  tradition,  confronted  by  a 
significant  silence  on  the  pan  of  previous  writers.  Not  merely 
is  tlie  entire  early  Christian  literature  down  to  Irenaeus  silent  npon 
any  sojourn  of  the  apo&tle  John  in  Asia  Minor,^  but  in  one  or 
^k  two  rases  it  is  hardly  possible  that  such  a  silence  could  have  been 
H  preserved,  had  such  a  long  residence  been  known  to  the  writers. 
B  lite  silence  of  Clemens  Romanus  upon  the  alleged  contemporary 
^Lfojoum  of  John  the  apostle  in  Asia  Minor  is  of  minor  import- 
V  W)Ce;  there  was  no  particular  occasion  for  him  Co  mention  the 
apostle,  and  his  evidence  hardly  tells  either  way.§    Much  more 

^ significant  is  the  silence  of  Ignatius,  especially  when  it  is  admitted 
*  Ll|:htfool  (.Coleuxans,  45-47)  and  Diumnionii  (ppL  316-117)  npMinlIy 
hrid  thai  ilie  l^itip  of  rDlykratn  wu  the  *p<Mllc.  On  the  olh«  lidc,  cp. 
||taEnelish)Sclwyir(C'4rii«iaii  /Vv/vU/f ,  I47  f. 
t  SchwarlK  (p.  17),  who  declines  to  follow  Schmicdcl  in  rcK>"linE  'I)* 
Philip  or  ihc  Fourth  gospel  ai  imopnaiy,  lakw  hi>  own  way  i  "  D«  antike 
lI<n«iic»U  ircibt  auf  cliiKitU'lirn  Ehidcn  ncue  KUIihirn:  die  Kl<<niLtiilcn 
luben  den  Aputlcl  )'hilippui  mil  wjnen  Tiichiern  lunge  nach  ihrem  Todc,  Ja 
nach  Pipiu,  ichwerlieh  vor  I  }o,  von  Qnarcs  nach  HkrapolU  und  Ephoui 
(nchiin.  wic  in  frUhcrcn  Z«ilen  alch  die  Studte  ihf«  Hcraen  in  apitpran  ilire 

IlIeillEcn  hollen." 
I  The    iridiiion   wai   (inC   examinn)    and   rfjecled    \if   Vogel   (iSot), 
Rniltrdahl  {d/  /aalitui  kill.  Ktl.  KititAiamt.  t$i6),  t.nitrlberccr  {Jit  iiixi. 
Trad,  iitn  JtH  a/ajt.  Jeh.,  1S40).  nod  ctpcdal[]r  Kcim  (i.  ill  (.). 

I  lie  impliei.  howevn,  Ih&l  the  apoalolie  age  ii  over  (41,  44),  and  time 
would  \x  ■  rnuin  ■wkwurtlnt'A  in  hl»  rciroiprclive  allutioni  to  ihc  ■potilc* 
If  one  of  the  laitu  wu  iiiU  alive :  "  I  confeu  I  And  it  hard  to  bclici'e  that 

■  one  of  llic  i;reaiat  ap>^!ii1ci  waj  itill  tiring,  and  feeding  in  Ihe  very  city  from 
which  Pnul  addnueil  hi<  fi'«  I'ltrr  lo  ihcCctfinihiflnt*' (l)rutnniond.  p.  ai6)t 
Thl*  cui«  on  the  whrilc  u^nlnti  the  hypotheiis  of  the  lonc-liied  apnttic  in  Ana 
Minor,  and  il  would  at  Icul  lit  in  with  the  early* martyrdom  tradition ;  but, 
•I  bat,  it  il  corcoboralivc  evidence. 
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thftthr  knew  ihe  Fourth  gospel  {see  pp.  577  f.)-  Ew;n  in  writing 
lu  ilie  chuich  of  Epiieius,  less  than  tweni)'  yean  aher  John  the 
apofitic  is  supposed  not  only  to  have  written  the  apocalypse  and 
the  Fourth  gospel,  but  10  hnt-e  excrciied  ecclesiastical  authority 
in  the  province,  he  never  alludes  to  him.*  Paul  a  the  one 
apostle  mentioned  (aJ.  Efh.  xii.  1,  naAoi>  (rv^inrrni).  The 
description  of  the  Ephesian  Christians  (xi.  3)  lu  ol  koI  Teit 
i(irD(TTaAiOi(  nvTOT*  trvv^taav  iv  Suvitfifi  'Ii^crw  XfHOTOv,  WOuld 
be  incredibly  vague  if  John  the  apostle  had  occupied  the  tocal 
position  which  later  tradition  aa3i(>ned  to  him ;  and  in  view  of  Ihc 
prestige  which,  on  this  hypothesis,  he  enjoyed  as  the  author  o( 
Ihe  apocalypse,  it  is  out  of  the  question  to  turn  the  evidence  frooi 
the  silence  of  Ignatius  by  conjecturing  that  John's  rqiutation  had 
not  yet  risen  to  such  a  height  as  would  have  justified  Ignatius  in 
mentioning  him  along  with  Paul.  The  argument  from  silence 
requires  very  careful  handling,  but  in  the  present  case  it  is  quite 
valid-  No  serious  argument  can  stand  against  Ihe  conclusion  that 
while  Ignatius,  like  Papias,  may  have  known  the  Fourth  gospel,  he 
did  not  know  of  any  residence  of  John  the  apostle,  as  its  author, 
in  Kphesus.  Even  Hcgesippus  does  not  appear  to  have  known 
of  John's  longevity  in  A^a  Minor ;  in  describing  the  Latter'f 
Ephesian  career,  Euscbius  goes  away  from  Hegcsippus  to  i  r£r 
Ttofi  ^f"**  ^X"'*"*'  ^tiyf  (^-  ^-  iii>  30.  9),  which  he  would  hardly 
have  done  if  Hegesippus.  who  lay  before  him,  had  continued  Ihe 
tale  in  question.  In  short,  the  silence  of  Clemens  Romantic 
IgnaliuK,  and  Hegesippus  cannot  fairly  be  called  accidental ;  no 
satisfactory  explanation  of  it  is  forthcoming,  except  the  admission 
that  none  of  them  knew  of  John  the  apostle  as  a  resident 
authority  and  author  in  Asia  Minor  towards  ihe  dose  of  the  i\nx 
century.  The  John  of  Asia  Minor  at  this  period  (cp.  in  addition 
to  the  authorities  already  cited,  von  Dobachtltz's  Prtihtemt,  91  f.) 
is  John  the  presbyter,  a  Jewish  ChriMian  disciple,  originally  i 
Jerusalem  it e,  who  taught  and  ruled  with  strictness  in  the  local 
churches.  His  authority  and  infiuence  created  a  'Johannine' 
school  or  circle.  He  wrote  the  apocalypse  (see  pp.  5>3f.),  and 
two  notes  of  his  (tee  pp.  475  f.)  have  survived,  all  written  before 
the  year  96  a.ix  Later  on,  the  church  looked  back  to  see  in 
him,  however,  and  in  bis  earlier  apostolic  namesake,  not  two 
stars  but  one. 

*  "Some  partonal  lefct^fiM  to  Si.   John  would  twt*  btcn  nalnnl  In 
>vtitii%  to  the  chuich  1:  Ephoiui"  {C/ID.  i.  166I, 
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{ 4.  Grmelh  of  the  J»kanmmt  tradition. — Th«  first  clue  to 
Ibe  mazes  of  this  later  Johanninc  tradition  lies  tn  the  Mrong 
tendencxi  felt  u  soon  as  the  canon  begun  to  be  formed,  to 
connect  any  gospel  or  epistle  with  t!ie  apostles,  directly  or 
indirectly.  The  apocalypse  was  probably  the  first  of  the 
"Johannine"  writings  to  be  associated  with  the  name  of  the 
spostlc.  Ii  claimed  to  be  written  by  a  certain  John,  and  llie 
casual  remark  of  Ju*lin,  only  half  a  century  after  its  composition, 

^  shows  how  soon  and  bow  naturally  the  primitive  tradition,  even 
in  Ephcsus,  had  begun  to  substitute  John  the  apostle  for  his 
namesake  the  presbyter.  Since  the  apocalypse  and  the  Fourth 
gospel  came  from  the  same  school,  and  since  their  languaf;e  had 

^  certain  rocmblances,  it  was  natural  that  the  uncritical  piety  of 
be  Moond  century  should  extend  the  apostolic  authorship  to  the 
.  as  well,  especially  if  its  final  edition  had  paved  the  way 
'  this  view  of  its  origin ;  the  lirst  epistle  naturally  followed  in 
the  wake  of  the  gospel,  while  the  second  and  third  epistles  were 
drawn  after  the  apocilypwe  or  the   larger  epistle.     Once  the 

I  Domilianic  dale  of  the  apocalypse  was  granted, — and  this  ii 
practically  unchallenged  during  the  second  ceniur). — the  identi- 
fication of  John  the  seer  with  John  the  apostle  went  on  apace,  to 
cover  the  rest  of  the  anonymous  Johannine  writings.  His  earlier 
■ufTcringG  did  not  amount  to  a  red  martyrdom  ;  he  was  banbhed 
by  Domitian  to  Patmos,  where  he  composed  the  apocalypse  'de 
statu  ecclesiie'  (Ps.-Aug,  Serm.  clxit  j,  Ps.lsidore,  Jerome, 
Prinvas.  =  metillo  damnatui) ;  aftnr  Domitian's  death  he  returned 
to  Asia  Minor  under  Nerva,  where  he  wrote  the  Fourth  gospel 
against  Ccrinthus  ;  finally  (68  years  after  the  death  of  Jesus  ac- 
cording to  Jerome,  quoting  "historia  ecclesiastic!  " ;  70  years  Ps.- 
Isid.),  he  survived  till  Trajan's  reign.  The  last  item  Jn  the  tradition 
is  commonly  admitted  to  be  more  or  less  an  inference.  "  We 
may  observe  that  the  tradition  that  John  surnved  till  the  time  of 
Trajan  can  hardly  claim  the  same  degree  of  certainty  as  that  of 
his  residence  in  Asia"  (Drummond,  p.  zt6). 

These  deductions  or  inductions,  under  the  iiiDuence  of  the 
ipofitolising  tendency,  would  not  have  developed  so  rapidly. 
however,  had  there  not  been  a  tendency  to  confuse  John  the 
apoetle  and  John  the  presbyter.  I'his  error,  due  to  or  fostered 
by  the  mistake  of  Irenieus,  threw  practinilty  the  whole  of  the 
subsequent  tradition  out  of  focus.  When  all  the  ecclesiastical 
interests  were  running  so  strongly  in  this  direction  through  tn 
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age  which  was  pritnarily  interested  in  tradition  for  the  take  til 
iu  u^litr  in  safeguarding  the  canonical  aulhorily  of  the  New 
Tesiamcni  writings  and  the  apostolic  authoriijr  of  the  twelve,  it 
becomes  less  surprising  that  Irctixus  ignored  (he  casual  remark 
of  PapiaH  about  John's  martyrdom,  oi  that  Eusebiut  tn  a  Ui<t 
generation  passed  over  it,  perhaps  as  one  of  the  mf»So(*  or 
ftvVtKontpa  which  he  professed  to  find  in  the  writings  of  the 
worthy  bishop  of  Hierapotis.  The  remarkable  thing  really  is 
that  any  traces  of  the  caily  martyrdom  should  bare  been  pre- 
Mived  at  atl.  The  eaily  criticisins  passed  on  the  Kourtb 
gospel  for  its  discrepancies  with  the  synoptic  narrative  ted  to  the 
legends  of  its  composition  after  them  as  a  "spiritual  gospel." 
written  to  supplement  them  (Schwartz  44  (.),  ar»J  this  helpt  to 
explain  how  the  tradition  of  John's  early  martyrdom  *  bded 
almost  entirely  from  the  church  before  that  rival  tradition  of 
his  long  life  in  Ephesus,  which  made  room  for  the  composition 
of  his  gospel  subsequent  to  the  synoptists,  by  taking  over  item 
after  item  from  the  traditions  of  the  presbyter.  For  the 
rise  and  growth  of  the  second-oenlury  Christian  tradition  of 
the  Ephesian  John  cannot  be  explained  by  recourse  to  fantasy 
and  imagination.  To  account  for  the  tradition,  a  definite 
historical  figure  must  be  assumed,  one  who  lived  to  a  gmt  age 
ia  Aua  Minor,  and  became  an  authority  there,  a  John  whoM 
name  and  prestige  counted  highly  in  Asiatic  circles.  Thus, 
among  the  great  lights  who  had  fallen  asleep  in  Asia,  Polykratei 
numbers  not  only  Philip  but  also  'latiwit,  i  irl  ri  vrftfn  t«* 
irvpCou  dvairiiruv,  Sf  Jytn)^  Uptvs  ri  wiraXaf  rf^opticiw  «•!  jtdfinn 
mt  SiiatrnaXot  (Eus.  //.  £.  uL  51,  3,  V.  14.  a}.  The  wmAav 
phrase,  unless  it  is  an  unauthentic  interpolation  {cp,  Heinichen's 
note  and  Liicke,  so  f.),  is  either  due  to  the  fanciful  play  of 
legend — Epiphaniui  {Atur.  xxix.  IxxviiL,  following  Hegesippus?) 
decorates  James  also  with  it — or  else  furnishes  a  proof  that  the 
John  in  question  bad  belonged  to  the  saoerdoial  order  in  Jcru- 


I 

I 


*  On«  vi(>uc  and  confiueil  rcha  of  it  nay  be  h«>rd  ia  the 
trndilion  ihal  the  apoulypw  (««  above,  p.  50JI  was  wrilirn  tctj  ouly.  The 
(CiiMik  or  Epiptuiiiui  (li-  }J:  rsE  iT^au  Iwlmv  Wf6  i«m4«<w<  »ir*l>  f*' 
^iT'ivarrM  4r  xfi^*^'  KXauS'vu  Kattnpot  tnl  irtrripit  [drvrlrw,  MSSL  Sn  <lr 
tttr  tldrjiw  p40»  uir%ix<>)  i<  >  p'ect  ot  cviiicfiM  which  M  hU  llie  movr  dnkbc 
aince  itie  Duiiiitianic  (mjiiiun  wu  hcU  knovn  by  ihit  period.  SdiwatU  (■/• 
tit.  >9r.,  ]9('J  tuifflntt  (hat  thii  CUuiliiii'lrxditian  nujr  elploin  Uk  <•«■• 
known  objceiian  ot  Gaiiu,  ihat  vihcit  the  apocdlypac  was  wiillcB  (V^.  b)  boirb 
]«u  of  Cliuiliui),  llicr«  wat  no  Chnitiui  cbuicli  u  ThysUra. 
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ulem.  In  any  esse  it  is  as  incompatible  with  John  tlic  apostle 
as  the  title  *  ^Sd<THaXot,  which  could  hardly  have  b«n  used  of 
an  apostle.  Polykrates,  indeed,  calls  Philip  an  apoKile,  but  not 
John,  and  as  he  uses  fuEprvt  immediately  afterwards  of  Polykar|), 
Thnseas,  and  Sagaris,  it  ts  probably  employed  here  in  the 
light  of  Apoc  i".  Thus  all  the  indications  point  to  John 
the  prcsbyitr,  who  i*  further  identified  with  the  beloved  disciple 
of  the  Fourth  gospel.  If  this  iden it fi cation  is  right,  it  tallies 
with  the  hypothesis  of  Dcllf,t  Hamack,  and  Bousset.  If  it 
is  wrong,  it  is  a  fresh  witness  to  the  fusion  of  John  the  presbyter 
with  John  the  apostle  (i.e.  as  the  bosom-disciple,  and  jierha))* 
as  ftSfiivt  in  the  tragic  sense).  Since  Polykrates  in  all  like- 
lihood meant  to  describe  John  the  apostle,  the  confusion  is 
siinQar  to  that  in  the  case  of  Philip  whom  he  has  just  mentioned. 
The  really  doubtful  point  is  to  determine  how  far  the  last  chapter 
of  the  Fourth  t><^pel  contributed  to  this  result.  Was  this 
appendix  (or,  at  any  rale,  ii**'**)  a  detibctale  attempt  by  tlte 
Ephctian  circle  to  claim  for  John  the  presbyter  a  gospel  of  John 
flie  beloved  apostle,  or  vice  venat  Or  was  the  identification  of 
the  two  men  due  to  the  misreading  of  the  text  by  a  later  if^e  ? 
In  short,  does  the  apjiendix  merely  witness  to  a  fusion  already 
present,  or  was  it  one  of  the  primary  sources  of  the  fuuon  f 
Either  theory  is  tenable,  and  it  depends  ujion  the  view  taken  of 
the  gos{>ers  aim  and  oiii^lnul  character  which  falls  to  he  adopted. 
The  former  seems  to  me  slightly  preferable,  but  here  as  elsewhere 
in  the  literary  criticism  of  the  Fourth  gospel  one  has  to  jump  for 
conclusions, — if  one  is  eager  for  them, — and  that  is  usually  to 
land  in  a  bog  of  confusion. 

(fl)Tbc  ptolatiitity  of  Irrngeu*  having  oonhised  th«  ton  of  Z«ba!«c  whli 
tbt  pre>b}tei  John  dcpcndi  not  oa\y  upon  (he  Iici  llul  Itie  laltei  ittUy 
eiitted.— *  bet  which  it  should  b«  no  longer  neotmiy  to  prove,— but  on  (be 
pmbjier's  aBlboiiCf  knd  tctldcnce  in  A«U  Minor,  Tlir  Inner  point  it  (till 
dltpoicd,  en  the  eiound  IhAt  Papiu  doet  not  eiprwly  tUte  it  ;  and  soaw 
ctilks,  who  admit  the  eiiilence  of  the  preslijrter  John,  place  him  not  in  Aiia 
Minor  but  in  Syria  or  hiluiine,  fa.n\y  on  ihc  cr'''>un<ls  of  tuppowd  intetnil 
rridenec  drawn  (torn  the  tiook  of  Rci-cUtion.  piitlif  bcoiuie  he  is  Identified 
wilh  Mme  former  prieit  called  John  {r.g.  that  uf  Ac  4*,  cp.  Ac  6^<  parity 
bMwne  thereby  ilie  Judein  iiiiiltiiun  of  ihc  l^unrili  Koipel  1*  accounied  lot 


*  It  is  B  lIi^<^rent  thing  when  Polykarp  !i  culled  tiSiataXBt  irenAuii 
*al  wft^uii  t_.\farl.  i^rfyi.  16]. 

t  John  (the  priest  of  Ac  4'  ?).  *  man  of  piricttly  rank,  eompoacd  th«  Fourth 
CMpel  before  ih«  fall  of  Jerusalem  (SA'.,  tSgi,  63C].     See  above,  p.  $66. 
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[ta  leemtly  A.  Meyer  >nd  Zurhellcn).  Bui  when  Ihc  apoctlypw  b  aBlcMd  ta 
John  the  preibyiei,  hu  Aiiutc  eonaeelian  follow*.  There  b  cciUiiUy  H'ltbiog 
in  Papit.4  to  show  ihal  Juhn  wxi  ta  Asiatic,  oi  that  ho  had  ereo  met  KIdl 
Slill,  Ihoujfh  ^lofifal  wu  the  earliei>[  liik  istunKil  by  [he  CItfiuian  Jewi  of 
Palettioe,  ii  doei  nol  follow  ihni  iti  application  to  Ati*tiaa  and  John  A* 
pretbycer  dTnulen  their  falettinian  Ikhi,  and  the  Epheaiaa  Amu  of  Ow 
Fonrlh  Koipel  in  ill  pretent  form  It  Iniiicalcd.  not  only  by  tbc  eilemal 
evidence  of  Iradilion,  but  by  coDvcr|[inB  line*  ot  inienuJ  evidence.  #.f  ihe 
(act  llial  it  «prin);t  litna  the  nme  circle  oi  achool  as  the  apotalypM  IIimHm 
undoutitedly  AwilJc  ducumeni).  the  pretence  of  the  Ephcuaa  Logos  ideu, 
and  of  Ihe  conira\-cn>'  with  the  Biptiti'i  followcn. 

[i)  It  the  Poiirili  Kospcl  *»  nnknl  by  Papiu  as  a  (Uadard  fnt  mtuurlnc 
Ihe  othcn  (tet  above,  p.  1S7).  why  did  not  Gmeblui  (tcotd  hit  cvidesoe^ 
Was  il  becaiiK  (Schwuti,  ijf.)  the  hlitoriin  could  not  agree  with  the  bisbofTi 
IraditiiMi  of  Ihc  grijiin  of  Ihe  K<i!ipcl  a*  prior  to  Luke  and  Mark  f  Eutebiiu, 
on  ihii  hypothciii.  would  piu  over  Ihe  Idlimony  of  I'apiai  liccanw  the  latlet. 
holding  Ihe  early  murlytdom  of  John,  did  not  nuintain  ibe  Ephe^tB 
residence  and  lonjfeviiy  of  (he  aju^tle  which,  tince  Irenms  and  OcsMBt. 
had  become  the  dominant  belief  of  the  charch.  If  «o.  ihtt  would  abo  acooanl 
for  the  (xmlinif  failure  of  Irenwus  lo  nnpluy  such  witneB  ftom  Pafaia. 
The  acquaintance  of  the  Utter  with  the  Fourth  goipel  reappears  !n  a  curioos 
aTEumenium  of  Codex  Vatic-  Alet.  (quoted  and  discviscd  by  Lightfoo, 
Stilus  nt  Suftrm.  Rtlif.  p.  aio.  and  Buikitl.  Two  L*itl.  mi  Gfiftii,  1901, 
Appendix  ii.) :  euan|[elium  Johannk  manifcilalum  et  datum  cM  eecletia  ab 
Johanne  adhoc  in  corpore  constituto,  ricut  Paplu  nomine  tlierapeliUaw 
discipnlas  Johanni*  nrua.  in  exolericis — id  «t  in  axtrrmnt  \i.$,  aztemk  or 
nlrancii]  (|uim|ue  libtii  rctulit.  This  atifumciilum  ia  obvjoatly  ■—*'*"■* 
from  the  Greek,  and  it)  origin  a  pre*  1 1  icronymian.  It  seems  to  cite  RifNI 
a.\  the  lulhotiiy  fur  a  ihcnty  of  the  Koiirlh  gotpel't  ori|;ln  which  b  alSod  lo 
that  of  the  Muratcrrian  esnon ;  both  probably  |[o  back  to  the  Lcutian  Atta,  at 
to  an  independent  Uadilion  playing  on  Jn  at**'".  The  pangrapb  ia  the 
Muratoriat)  cani>n.  lhoU|;h  inulilatetl  nr  abbtcvlated,  civc*  •  claar  MMe: 
Cohonantibui  condiicipulis  el  cpiscopis  suit  dixit :  eonidon«le  nuhl  hodie 
triduutn.etquid  cuique  fueril  lenelatum  altrtulrum  nobis  enurenius.  Eadon 
noctc  rcuclalum  AndrcK  ex  apottollt.  ui  rccofpioKenllbus  canciia  Johannei 
luo  nomine  cuncta  dooibcret  ("when  hii  fellow .ditcifdea  and  bishopa 
exhorted  him  tlo  write  a  gospel- narrative  i\  be  taid  x  t'ait  witli  me  for  (hrr« 
days  from  to-day  (cp,  Ac  13'.  Ten,  Jt  ui'mm.  6]  and  let  ux  tell  one  another 
whai  may  be  revealed  to  any  one  of  ui.  That  very  oigbt  it  wat  tevealcd  to 
Andrew,  one  of  the  apostles,  that  John  wat  to  nanale  all  ia  his  own  nunc, 
while  they  were  all  to  leviK  (o»  eotlale)  il  [iraymtrtiifTtir  wdrrwrj").  If 
the  word*  ff  fftitcfti  were  deleted,  a*  a  mere  accomnodalioD  lo  the  popnbl 
legend  [so  Schwuu),  it  would  be  poisible  lo  regard  this  paiagnph  a*  a  cUn 
lot  tbi  ocaiective  and  catholic  authoriiy  of  the  twelve  behind  tbe  gopel  ct 
John,  or  at  teui  for  Ihe  authority  of  a  oetljun  circle  of  disciplci  who  wtsa 
able  penonally  to  guarantee  Iiaditions  cJ  Jctu*.  The  eralutloo  o(  a  tnullliea 
like  the  'Johaniiino'  ta  never  entirely  dellberxte  uul  literary ;  moliva  tt 
which  men  arc  seldom  comdoni  comhine  to  forward  a  tendency,  oaee  it  bai 
set  in.     Still,  it  throws  up  wiitlen  ilatemtnti  which  In  thtLr  t«m 
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bu^on  la  the  process  of  ecclenutiol  definition  or  piooi  fiuu^.  The  otiwe 
teitimonf  of  the  Murstoiiu)  euion  belongs  to  this  clui,  though  intrinsiollj 
it  is  DO  mote  than  a  legendaiy  amplification  of  Jd  31*^*,  interpieted  in  the 
li{^  of  the  rising  claim  for  tlie  apostolic  authorship  of  a  go«pel  trhidt 
is  attributed  to  special  ins;Jration  and  possibly  credited,  as  the  context 
implie*,  with  comideteaess  no  less  than  chronological  order. 
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Christiao   Doctrine.    By  cmicx  p.  fbsxx, 


"  Ii  b  only  ju?t  to  m^  thai  Dr.  Ftshcr  tins  produced  (he  belt  BiMaiT 
o(  Docirinc  Uwt  »c  have  in  Engliali."— rA<  Nnu  Ycrk  BvaiftUit. 
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The    Christian    Pastor   and  the  Working   Church. 

fly  WASHBJiims  GuvDi-EN,  D  D.  LL.D. 

"A  com fin-hrn live,  in>|iirinK  hikI  hiHgifut  guide  U  a  bu^  pastor.     One 
finds  in  It  a  muliiludc  of  practical  suKseMtons  Cor  the  devdopncnl  cf    m\ 
the  qiiriniil  and  woilcing  life  of  the  Chutch,  and  ihe  aMwer  lo  naiiy  ■ 

ii:y  lo  ih?  faithful  tninlMcr."  ^ 

—Tht  ChriUMn  ImUBitt^a'. 
Crown  Svo.     ti-jo  ■*!. 


|iroblcins  that  ue  a  constant  pctplcxiiy  i 


Christian    Institutions.      By  alexakder  v.  b.  alum,  d.d. 


"  Pmffssof  Alkn'i  Chtisiiitn  InMiiuIiona  may  be  it|^nkd  ■»  the 
tmporia.nI  prtinant'til  conliibulion  ■ohich  the  Proicstaot  Episcopal 
Church  of  itiF  United  Sintn  hai  vfi  r^ode  to  gatcnd  lhwlii|liil 
ihoughL"— rjt«  Amtntai  Jounut  ^Tltealotj. 

Ctawn  Svo.    Ca-jo  tL 


The  Theology  of  the  Old  Testament. 

D.D.,  LL.D,  DLin. 


By  A.  B.  Davidmk, 


"  Wr  hope  every  clcr^mui  will  not  reat  ontmt  until  be  haa  pfoOMcd 
and  studied  ihii  moH  admirable  and  uieful  book.     ~ 


Bvet7  reaDyairfid 

d  hb  ttdeiDptia^ 

hia   preamt   life  or  gracr.   hte   life  atlcr  death,   hi*   future    IJIc,   b 


question  reloiing  to  man  —  hi*  nature,  hl>  fall,'  and  h&  ttde'mi 

hia   preamt   life  or  gracr.   hte   life  atlt 

treated  of,"— r**  Conadion  Churchman.  Crown  8to.     $a.jo  net 
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The  Christian  Doctrine 

Srrv-r-vs.  D.D.,  LL.D. 


of  Salvation.    By  gboki  b.^ 


"  Professor  Strvens  hm  petformed  a  Uwk  at  neat  Empottanee.  certain  U 
eaen  wide  and  helpful  inSuenoc  <n  Milting  ihr  Bliaitt  o(  men.  Be  baa 
ttetied  the  tubjcct  biuorUally  and  liaa  giwn  to  Chriit  the  fintt  place  ia 
bmtpreling  hi*  own  mSmk>a.'—C«ifgnp$im«liii  oiti  CAWhIm  WtM 

Crown  9vo,     tt.ijo  ariL : 


The  Intersatiunai,  Tiikolouicai.   Likkakv 
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The  Ancient  Catholic  Churdi.  By  robekt  rad«y.  d.d.,u.i>. 

"Av  H  loiiipiclinniivc  ntjrl;  on  llio  forrnalivc  slnjc  of  ihe  Church's  ex- 

Kricnrf  ihr  Kilmiir  ".'ill  cu-.ilv  lirul  il>  [ilacc  ill  i!ip  rront  rank  »iii«ng 
qIu  oq  Ihc  lubjcct  cDrnpoKiI  m  ihc  Eogliib  language." — The  iMtrtor. 

Crown  8i"0.    $1.50  tut. 


The  RefonrutJon  in  Germany.    By  thovas  m.  likdsav. 

MA^  D.D. 


I 


"Th"  smiiiaeinfiil  of  Ihi"  lymk  is  moM  Mccllfnl.  and  «t)3e  (t  h  a 
vonhr  and  ^hrilarlv  account  il  u  vn  arranged  that  for  the  Mudent  of 
Ihc  Kcforiiiation  it  it  almoM  cncjclopiedii;  in  ita  cunrenlccice  and  con- 
civnrvt.  ]t  ift  a  btiok  no  library,  [lubllc  or  private,  can  iratly  L« 
willtoul."— Actrrf  ^CAKtiian  Work. 


Ifhe  Reformation  in  Lands  Beyond  Germany.  ByTaouAs 
11.  Lc<D»T,  D.D. 
In. 


"  Tocrlhrr  Iht-w  two  volumes  will  al  once  take  tlicir  place  m  the  cla»- 
»cal  Engliih  Hbtory  of  the  Refbrmalion." — Tk*  Expofilory  Timts. 

"The  piod  bg'anre  of  tnalrrial  which  he  hot  attained  hy  a  *clf-denylne 
excluiion.  m  well  aa  by  much  rt'irarch  and  inclusion  of  tmh  ninlrtiiil, 
■lakci  the  work  a  teal  addition  to  out  matcnoU  for  iiudy." 

— Tht  C/mgngali<maliil. 
Crown  8vo.     h.jo  MI. 


Canon  and  Text  of  the  New  Testament.    By  cmpkb  Rntt 


to 


CauioBV,  D.D  ,  Lh  D. 

^"  The  U>ok  Is  >  (rvMsur^  of  IcnrninR,  nntl  ii5  f^iinn-ffi  in  druling  with  ihe 
matter  in  hand  is  admirable.  From  fir^l  lo  la^t.  ihe  purpose  of  Ihe 
■ulhor  is  not  10  show  upon  ho>w  ilighi  ba^ts  our  cxinAdenoe  in  Ihe  can* 
ooiciiy  of  ihe  New  Tejitunirnl  is  b."i«ed,  hut  rather  upim  how  solid  a 
Eoundalion  our  confidence  rests." — Jourtml  OHit  ittsatif^r. 

Cmwn  Svo.     $1.50  im(. 


^Tfae  Greek  and  Eastern  Churches.    By  waltdi  f.  adwey. 

lA,  D.D. 

"It  icems  lo  me  an  ricrllent  nnd  .noal  lueful  piece  of  work.  I  do 
not  knon-  anyitiiiiK  in  Engliili  whkh  cover*  the  iame  ground  and 
am  niie  Di.  Adr^nev  Imi.  put  u(  (til  In  hi«  deht  by  his  icbolorly.  mll- 
baUnccd  am!  iudniftU".  irrainienl."  —Prof.  WiUiam  Adami  Bramt. 

Crown  Svo.    ta-So  itt. 


The  International  Theological  Librarv 
VOLUMES  NOW  READY 

The  CSuistiaa  Doctrine  of  God.  bj  wiuuu  n.  cuuz,  d.d. 

"  The  book  is  a  treasury  of  learning.  Mid  ill  fumes)  in  dealing  with 
the  matter  in  band  is  adminble.  From  Gist  to  last,  the  puipose  of  ihe 
author  is  not  to  show  upon  how  slight  bwis  our  confident  in  the 
canonicity  of  the  New  Testament  is  based,  but  rather  upon  how  solid 
a  foundation  our  confidence  lesti." — Jounial  and  Mestettger. 

Ciown  Svo.    93.50  hA 

An  IntroductifHi  to  the  LHeratore  of  the  New  Tests- 

ment.    B^  James  MonAn,  B.D.,  D.D.  Crown  Svo.    $1.50  a<(. 
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The  International 

Critical  Commentary 

On  the  Holy  Scriptures  of  ttte  Old  and 
New  Testaments 


EDITORS'    PREFACE 

THERE  are  now  before  (he  public  many  Commentcries, 
written  bjr  Biitish  and  Araerican  divines,  of  a  jiopular 
or  honiilelical  character.  7*/  Cambridgt  Bibit  for 
SdU»tt,  the  Handbooks  for  Bible  Cloises  and  Private  Studenit, 
Vi€  ^taker's  Commfn/ary,  Thr  Pillar  Cimmemtary  (Schaff), 
77it  Sxpositor't  Bible,  and  other  similar  scries,  have  their 
special  place  and  importance.  But  they  do  not  enter  into  the 
field  of  Critical  Biblical  schoUnhip  occupied  by  such  series  of 
Commentaries  as  the  Kungefasslts  exrgetiiehts  Haniibutk  turn 
A.  T. :  De  Wctte's  Kungefastles  exegetisehts  Handbuth  turn 
jV.  T.;  Meyer's  Kritiick-extgetischtr  Kommtntar;  Keil  and 
DclilMch's  Bibtischer  Cammentar  uSer  das  A.  T. ;  Lange'A 
Tkeolo^uk-homilflisthes  Bibelwerk  ,■  Nowack's  HandkommenUtr 
mm  A.  T.  ;  Hottzmann's  Handkommentar  sum  N.  T.  Several 
of  these  have  been  translated,  edited,  and  in  some  cases  enlarged 
and  adapted,  for  the  English-s] caking  public ;  others  are  in 
process  of  translation.  But  no  corresponding  series  by  British 
or  American  divinis  has  hitherto  been  produced.  The  way  hai 
been  prepared  by  special  Commentaries  by  Cheync,  Ellieolt, 
Kalisch,  LighiToot,  Pcrowne,  Westcott,  and  othen;  and  the 
lime  has  come,  in  the  judgment  of  the  projectors  of  this  enter- 
prise, when  it  is  jn-acticable  to  combine  British  and  American 
scholars  in  the  production  of  a  critical,  comprehenaive 
Commentary  that  will  !«  abreast  of  modern  tnblical  scholarship, 
ud  ia  a  measure  icad  its  van. 
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Messis.  Charles  Scribncr's  Sons  of  New  York,  and  Mcssis. 
T.  Si.  T.  Clark  of  Edinburgh,  propose  to  publtsh  such  a  series 
of  Commentaries  on  the  Old  and  New  Testaments,  under  th 
editorship  of  Prof.  C.  A.  Bricgs,  D.D.,  D.Litt.,  in  America,  and 
of  Prof  S.  R.  Driver,  D.D.,  D.Litt.,  for  the  Old  Testament,  and 
the  Rev.  Alfred  Pluuuer,  D.D.,  for  the  New  Testament,  in 
Great  Britain. 

The  Commentaries  will  be  international  and  inter-confessional, 
and  will  be  free  from  polemical  and  ecclesiastical  bias.  They 
will  be  based  upon  a  thorough  critical  study  of  the  original  texts 
of  the  Bible,  and  upon  critical  methods  of  interpretation.  They 
are  designed  chiefly  for  students  and  clergymen,  and  will  be 
written  in  a  compact  style.  Each  book  will  be  preceded  by  an 
Introduction,  stating  the  results  of  criticism  upon  it,  and  discuss- 
ing impartially  the  questions  still  remaining  open.  The  details 
of  criticism  will  appear  in  their  proper  place  in  the  body  of  the 
Commentary.  Each  section  of  the  Text  will  be  introduced 
with  a  paraphrase,  or  summary  of  contents.  Technical  detaib 
of  textual  and  philological  criticism  will,  as  a  rule,  be  kept 
distinct  from  matter  of  a  more  general  character ;  and  in  the 
Old  TesUment  the  excgctical  notes  will  be  arranged,  as  far  as 
possible,  so  as  to  be  serviceable  to  students  not  acquainted  with 
Hebrew.  The  History  of  Interpretation  of  the  Books  will  be 
dealt  with,  when  necessary,  in  the  Introductions,  with  critical 
notices  of  the  most  important  literature  of  the  subject.  Historical 
and  Archaeological  questions,  as  well  as  questions  of  Biblical 
Theology,  are  included  in  the  plan  of  the  Commentaries,  but 
not  Practical  or  Homiletical  Exegesis.  The  Volumes  will  con- 
jtitute  a  uniform  series. 
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Tile  laternatioaal  Critical  Commentary 


.ARRANGEMENT  OF  VOLUMES  AND  AUTHORS 
THE  OLD  TESTAMENT 

...lesiB.  The  Rer,  JoHI»  SKIMcn.  D.D..  PrindpU  nnd  rro(rt«ir  ol 
Old  rciiameni  Liin|(ua|ie  •nd  Littntor*.  OAUft  of  PfctbytcciM  Lhutch 
«r  EngUnd,  CunbriJgc,  Engtud.  [/S^mu  Ktady. 

CXODUS.  The  Rev.  A.  R.  S.  Kehkbdy,  D.D.,  Profttwr  ct  Hebrew, 
Uaivotitjr  of  Edinburgh. 

LCVITICUB.   J.  F.  STIKKINO.  M.A.,  Frflaw  o(  W»dh»m  College.  Oilord. 

NUMBERS.  The  Rev.  G.  B11CHA.VAM  Gkav,  D.D.,  Profe*M>r  of  Itebrcv, 
MuiiLc!.)  r.'ollq>e,  Odord.  {JVnv  KraJy. 

OCUTCRONOMV.  The  Rev.  S.  R.  DmvRii,  D.D.,  D.LItt,  Re^ui  Pro- 
kSHMaf  llcliieiir.  Otfuid.  [/fttu  Ready. 

JOSHUA.  The  Rev.  Gkokci  Adam  Smtt*.  D.D.,  LL.D.,  Pr!nrlp>l  of  lh« 
Lj'nivcnily  of  Abetdcen. 

JUDOSS.  Tfao  Rev.  GcOKiCS  Moou.  D.D.,  LL.D.,  Vtoiemai  of  Theol- 
OQr,  Harvard  UnivenJIy,  Cambridge,  Mam.  {Nvm  Rtady. 

SAMUEL.  The  Rev.  H.  P.  Suim.  D.D.,  Profcuor  of  Old  Taiament 
Litentun  and  Histoiy  o(  Religion,  Mcodvllle,  Pa.  [/Vntv  Rtady, 

KINGS.  The  Rev.  Fbancib  Bbowm,  D.b..  D.rJiT.,  LL.D..  Pwaldenl 
and  Pioff»or  oi  Hrljrew  an<l  Cognate  L«nguagei,  Vaioa  Thcotogkal 
Scmlnkry,  New  York  Ciiy. 

CHRONICLES.  The  Kcv.  Eow.(hi>  L.  t.  •»m.  D.D.,  Profaior  of 
Hebrew,  Yale  Unlvcnity,  New  Haven,  Conn,  (.Vooi  Ready, 

EZRA  AND  NEHEMIAH.  The  Rev.  L.  W.  Uattek.  Ph.D.,  D.D..  Pra- 
ftMor  of  Old  Tctunwnl  LIUtratuic,  OenerBl  Theological  Seroioaiy,  New 
VorkOtr. 

raALMS.  The  Kcv.  Ckav  A  Llmi^ci,  D.D.,  D.Uli.,  Gradua-e  Tro- 
fevior  of  Theological  EDcyclopxdiH  and  Symbolics.  Union  Thcologieil 
SnninBiy.  New  York.  (*  vali.    tVew  STaJ- 

raoVERBS.  The  Rev,  C.  H.  Tov.  D.D.,  LL.D.,  Profeuorof  Hebrew, 
Horvtrd  University,  Cambridge.  MauL  [fftm  XeaJy,  ^ 

«OB.  The  Rev.  S.  R.  Dsivis.  D.D.,  D.LIU..  Re^us  Profeuor  of  He. 
brew,  Ooford. 
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ISAIAH.  Chaps.  I-XXXIX.  The  Rev.  G.  Bvchanan  Gray,  D.D.,  Pro- 
fessor of  Hebrew,  Mansfield  Collie,  Oxford.  [In  Prtii. 

ISAIAH.  Chaps.  XL-LXVI.  The  Rev.  A.  S.  Pease,  M.A.,  D.D.,  Dean 
of  the  Theological  Faculty  of  the  Victoria  University  and  Prafeisor  of  Bib- 
lical Eiegesia  in  the  University  of  Manchester,  England. 

JCnCMIAH.  The  Rev.  A.  F.  Kisefatsick,  D  D.,  Dean  fd  Ely,  sometime 
Regius  Professor  ot  Hebrew,  Cambridge,  England, 

CZEKIEL.  The  Rev.  G.  A.  Cooke,  M.A.,  Oriel  Professor  of  the  Inteipre- 
tatioD  of  HoJy  Scripture,  Univetsity  of  O^ord,  and  the  Rev.  Chablks  F, 
BusNEV,  D.Litt.,  Fellow  and  Lecturer  in  Hebrew,  St.  John's  Ct^ege, 
Oxford. 

DANIEL.  The  Rev.  JoHH  P.  Pbteks,  Ph.D.,  D.D.,  wmetime  Professor 
of  Hebrew,  P.  E.  Divinity  Schod,  Philadelphia,  now  Rector  of  St.  Michael's 
Church,  New  York  Citf. 

AMOS  AND  HOSCA.  W.  R.  HAKPES,Fb.D.,  IXJ).,  sometime  Prcaidoit 
of  the  University  of  Chicago,  Illinois.  [Noa  Study. 

MICAH  TO  HAGGAI.  Prof.  JOHN  P.  SioTH,  Unlrersity  of  Chicago; 
W.  Hayis  Wabd,  D.D.,  LL,D„  Editor  of  Tht  IndepemUnl,  New  York; 
Prof.  ^ITLICS  A.  Beweb,  Union  Theological  Seminary,  New  York,  and 
Pnrf.  H.  G.  Mitchell,  D.D.,  Boston  University.  [/»  Preti. 

ZCCHAfllAH  TO  JONAH.  Prof.  H.  0.  MtTCKELL,  D.D.,  Prof.  JOHN  P. 
SuTH  and  Prof.  J.  A.  Bewex.  [/■  Prtst. 

CSTHKR.  The  Rev.  L.  B.  Patok,  Ph.D.,  Professor  of  Hebrew,  Hart- 
ford Theologtcsl  Seminary,  [Now  RtaJy. 

ECCLCSIASTCS.  Prof.  Gborge  A.  Bakton,  Ph.D.,  Profeiior  of  Bibli- 
cal Lileratore.  Bryn  Mawr  College,  Pa.  i^^<^  Ready, 

RUTH,  SONS  OF  SONGS  AND  LAMENTATIONS.  Rev. CUAKLBS A, 
Bbigcs,  D.D.,  D.Litt.,  Graduate  Professor  of  Theolo^cal   Encyclopedia 

and  Symbolics,  Union  Theological  Seminary,  New  York. 


THE  NEW  TESTAMENT 

ST.  MATTHEW.    The  Rev.  WiLLOUOHBV  C.  ALLEN,  M.A.,  Fellow  and 
Lecturer  in  Theology  and  Hebrew,  Eaeter  College,  Oxford.      \ir»w  Rfdy. 

ST.   MAHK.    Rev.  E.  P.  Gould,  D.D.,iomelinie  Professor  of  New  Testa- 
ment literature,  P.  E.  Divinity  School,  Philadelphia.  [JV«b  Rtady. 

■T.  LUKE.    The   Rev.   Alfud   Plummik,   D,D.,  sometime  Master  of 
Unlveriity  CoUege,  Durham.  [AW  Rtady. 
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ST.  JOHN.  The  Very  Rev.  JuiiK  IlKNXV  Br.KNAliD,  D,D..  Dnn  at  SL 
Patrick'i  sad  Lfciuni  in  llivinily,  UnivcrHlty  ol  Dablln. 

HAKMONV  or  THC  GOSPELS.  Thg  Rev  Wiluam  SaheiAV.  D,D., 
LL.1).,  Ijuly  MirgUFi  fruitiioi  ol  Iiivinriy.  Oifonl,  tna  thi  R«t,  Wil- 
LOttCtinv  C.  Au-K:(,  M.A.,  Fellow  and  L«clutet  in  DivinJly  and  H«br«ir, 
^nwi  Cotlrga.  Uiford. 

ACTS.  The  Rer.  C.  H.  TuitirRR,  D.D.,  Fallow  of  Maplaltn  Collen, 
Oxfocil,  And  ihe  Rev.  II,  N.  Bath,  M.A.,  Eumining  CnkplMn  to  Uw 
Kihop  of  Londun. 

ROMANS.  The  Rer.  Wili.IAM  Sanhat,  I).D.,  LI-D..  Udy  Maifrarct 
Profcuor  of  Divinity  Aod  Canon  of  Chri>(  Chnrth,  Oxford.  xii<i  Ihe  Uev. 
A.  C  IIbauLam,  M.A.,  D.D.,  Principal  of  King's  College,  Londim, 

[A'lm  A'etdjr, 

CORINTHIANS.  The  Right  Rev.  A>CH  RoBEirsON.  D.D^  LL.D.,  Lord 
Biahaj)  of  Exeter,  and  Dawson  Wai.k£b,  D.D.,  Tbeoiogiul  Tutor  in  (he 
UnirtfBity  of  Durham.  [In  Preu, 

OALATIANS.  The  Rev.  EaxesT  D.  Bcnm,  D.D„  ProfcHor  of  Mcv 
Tealunenl  literature.  University  of  Clitcago. 

KPHCSIAN8  AND  COLOS8IANS.     The   Rev.  T.   K.   AnnOTT,   B.D., 

D.Litl..  soTnctiniF  Professor  of  Biblical  Grcok,  Trialty  Coltn^e,  Dublin, 
now  Librniian  oi  ihc  Eamc.  [/vsw  Rttdy. 

PHILIPPIAN8   AND    PHILEMON.     The     Rev.    MaKVIH     R     VtftXNT, 

D.D.,  PrrifcuoT  of  BililicaJ  I.lleialurc,  Union  Theological  Seminary.  New 
York  City.  \,Naw  Rtady. 

THESSALONiANS.  The  Rev.  James  E.  Pbaub.  M.A..  Profettor  of 
Biblical  Theology,  Union  Theological  Seminary,  New  York  City. 

THE  PASTORAL  EPISTLES.    The  Rev.  Walt»  Lock,  D.D.,  Warden 

ol  Keblc  College  auid  Profe»M>t  of  ExcgesiE,  Oxford. 

HCSREWs.  The  Rev.  Jauhs  Moffatt,  D.D„  MiniMo  United  Free 
Cfaurcb,  B roughly  Ferry,  Scotland, 

ST.  JAMCB.  The  Rev.  Tauei  H.  Roru.  D.D..  Buuey  Profouorof  New 
TcMajiwnl  Criltdun  in  Itirvaid  lln>vcr>ily, 

PETER  AND  JUOE.  Tlie  Rev.  Chailrs  B|(K;,  D.D.,  tomellme  Regia* 
ProfcLior  (,1  Kccletiaidcal  lllslory  and  Canon  of  Chri*t  Church.  Oxford. 

[AW  KfUdr. 

THC  CPISTLCS  OP  ST.  JOHN.  The  Rev.  E.  A.  BaooKK,  &.D..  Fellow 
•od  Dlviniiy  Lcciarer  ui  Klng't  College,  Cambridge. 

REVELATION.  The  Rev,  RoMKT  M.  ChaSLM.  M.A..  D.D.,  MNIWClnM 
Trufeuor  of  BtbtiLal  Urvek  in  the  Unive»ily  of  Dobtla. 
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Numbers.    BytbeRev.  G.  Bochanam  Gray,  D.D.,Pn}fes9oraf  Hebrew, 

Maiufietd  College,  Oxford. 

"Most  Bible  readers  hav«  the  ImprMskm  that  'Numbers'  is  a.  dull 
book  only  relieved  by  the  brilliancy  of  the  Balaam  chapters  and  some 
snatches  of  old  Hebrew  aongs,  but,  as  Prof.  Gray  shows  with  adniiiable 
skill  and  insight,  its  historii^  and  religious  value  is  oot  t]iat  which  lies 
on  the  surface.  Prof.  Gray's  Commentary  is  distinguished  by  fine 
scholarship  and  sanit]'  of  jucfgmcnt;  il  is  impossible  to  commend  it  too 
warmly." — Saturday  Review  (London). 

Crown  8vo.     $3.00  nel. 

Deuteronomy.       By  the  Rev.  S.  R.  Drwes,  D.D.,  D.Iitt.,  R<^us 
Professor  of  Hebrew,  and  Canon  of  Christ  Church,  Oxford. 

"It  is  a  pleasure  to  see  at  last  a  really  critical  Old  Testament  com- 
mentary in  English  upon  a  portion  of  the  Pentateuch,  and  especially 
one  of  such  merit.  This  1  bnd  superior  to  any  other  Commentary  in 
any  language  upon  Deuteronomy.'' 

Professor  £.  L.  Ccktis,  of  Yale  University. 
Crown  Svo.     tj.oo  net. 

Judges.      By  Rev.  George  Foot  Moore,  D.D.,  LL.D.,  Professor  of 
Theology  in  Harvard  University. 

"The  work  is  done  in  an  atmosphere  of  scholarly  interest  and  in- 
difference to  dogmatism  and  controversy,  which  is  at  least  refreshing. 
...  It  is  a  noble  introduction  to  the  moral  forces,  ideas  and  Infiuences 
that  controlled  the  period  of  the  Judges,  and  a  model  of  what  a 
historical  commentary,  with  a  practical  end  in  view,  should  be." 

—The  Independent. 
Crown  8vo.     S3.00  net. 

The    Books    of   Samuel.  By  Rev.  henry  Presekvbs  Surra,  D.D., 

Professor  of  Old  Testament  Literature  and  History  o(  Religion,  Mead villc.  Pa. 

"  Professor  Smith's  Commentary  will  for  some  time  be  the  standard 
work  on  Samuel,  and  we  heartily  congratulate  him  on  scholarly  work 
*o  faithfully  accomplished." — The  Alheiufum. 

Crown  Svo.     $3.00  M*t. 
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Th6  Book  of  PSAlraS.  By  CiiABLts  Arttrsnm  BitinRB,  D.D., 
I). Liu.,  Griitui-.c  Proiiijot  of  Throlugical  Encyclap«<lu  and  Symbolici, 
Vaion  TbraloglnJ  Somlaur,  New  York,  and  KuiuK  Gbacx  Buccs,  B.D. 

"Christian  sdioUnbipsMirK  here  lo  have  reached  the  highest  level ]r«t 
BiulMd  la  aiudy  of  the  book  which  in  rellgloiu  imponancc  stand*  next 
to  ihcGo^b.  [iBwnrk  upon  il  is  not  likcljrio  be  excelled  in  learning, 
both  massive  and  minuic.  liy  uiv  volume  of  the  Iniemationol  ScriM,  to 
which  it  belong*."— r**  Outlook. 

a  VolumcB.  Crown  Svo.    Price,  tj-oo  each  ML 

Proverbs.  Br  ihc  Rct.  Ciuiitoiid  K.  Toy,  D.D  ,  LL.D.,  Profeworof 
Hebrrw  In  Ilwaril  Unlvcr^ljr. 

"  This  volume  hai  (he  ume  diaracieriiiict  of  ihoroughnns  and  pains- 
taking  Hluil^ihlp  ox  the  preceding  iiaucs  of  ihc  icnu.  In  Ihc  ctiiicol 
IrtAimcni  lA  tht  icii,  in  ni>t{n)t  the  variMi»  rciulingis  uid  ihc  forre  o( 
the  •vords  in  ihe  original  Hebrew,  il  Iravrs  nuthini;  t»  be  dnired. 

CtDWa  8vD.     tj.oo  net. 


Amos  and  Hosea.   By  wiuuu  radcet  haspik,  Ph.D.,  ll.d., 

Ute  Proteuor  of  Scmilic  Luisungcs  and  Litcralure  and  President  at  th« 
Unlvcnity  of  Chicago. 

'*  He  has  pme,  with  characl eristic  mtnutcneu,  not  only  Into  the  analytis 
and  diicusiiciQof  each  point,  endeavoring  in  every  cue  Cabe  Ihoraughly 
cxhsuillve.  but  olio  Inio  the  hiiiory  of  exegciix  and  diKUision.  NoUiInK 
M  all  worthy  of  consideration  has  been  poued  Ity,  The  consequence  ia 
that  when  one  carefully  dudiei  what  haJs  been  Ijrought  logeiher  in  Ihia 
volume,  eiiher  upon  lonie  poMOKc  of  ihc  Iwo  prapheii  treated,  or  upon 
t  qiUBIion  of  crilical  or  antiquarian  importance  in  tlie  iolroductory 
ion  o<  the  volame,  one  feck  thai  he  has  obtained  an  adequately 
cjchauitlie  view  of  the  subject." — The  tattritr. 

Ctuwn  *»o.    *j.oo  «rt. 


Esther.       By  L.  B.  Paton,  Ph.D.,  ProftwoT  of  Hebrew,  HsrUbid 
Thcoloylcal  Scimnory. 

Thi»  ttJiolaily  and  ail'icaJ  ommcnlary  on  Ihe  Book  of  Esiher  pmeols 
in  full  ihe  rcnmrkjblc  uddllinni  In  the  Mnuorclic  lexl  and  [he  varia> 
I  in  the  various  irraion*  bcf^inuing  with  the  Gmk  tiantlntliin  and 
rcontinuing  Ihnni^  the  Vukaie  and  Pciliitio  down  to  llie  Talmud  and 
Taif[umi.  ThcM  arc  not  giien  In  full  in  anr  other  cnmrncntarT,  yet 
they  are  ttry  important  bolh  tor  the  history  of  the  trti  and  the  hlMoiT 
c(  thencgcHS. 

Crown  8«o.     Sj.35  iM 
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EcclesiaSteS.  B^  Georce  a.  barton.  PIlD.,  ProfcaMC  U  BiblCcal 
LitrratUK,  Btyn  M»wr  College,  P*. 

"  It  is  K  relict  la  6nd  a  cammmlator  on  EecLenutt*  who  b  not  n* 
dovoHng  la  defend  Fonii?  new  theory.  Thit  rolume.  In  the  IncetiLUieail 
Commentnry  Mrir^,  Ircsli  the  book  in  ■  icholxrly  knd  «rD»iU«  hshiDti^ 
presenting  Ine  eoncluiions  of  varlier  schubxn  togelber  with  ibc  ■utboc'l 
own,  Mid  providing  thui  kU  the  infomution  that  uiy  iludcnt  Mtvk.' 

—Th*  CtmgrttaliemaliA 
Crown  8vo.    $4.15  ML 

St.  Matthew.    By  ihc  rcv.  wowntJHBv  c.  aixw.  m.a..  f**™ 

of  Eictcr  College,  Oxford. 

"A»  a  microBcopic  and  pnctkaUf  nduiutive  atody  nd  iumiMd  rtM» 
raent  of  the  ptobable  or  poanble  nuncs  of  the  ^rnopck  Goqieb  Md 
of  their  rcUlioni,  one  to  ■nolher,  thU  work  ba*  not  been  mrpRMri. 
I  doubt  if  i(  hiu  bcrn  equaled.  And  Ibc  autbor  U  bM  br  any  meuu 
lacking  in  ipiritual  insight." — Tim  MeihfiJiit  Snitw  (Nasbville). 

Crown  Sto.    tij.00  Ml 

St.  Mark.  Bythe)tev.E.P.GODUi,D.D.,K>iiKtiincProfe*«OTa4New 
T«*lameni  Etcgeitis,  P.  E.  Divinity  School.  Philadelphia. 

"  The  whole  make-up  in  thai  of  a  Ihorou^ly  helpful,  iotfnictlirc  critical 
nudy  of  ihc  Word,  lurpuoing  anything  of  the  Kind  cvct  atltntpwd  in 
ihc  English  language,  and  to  sludenti  and  drrgymm  knowvg  Iht 
proper  ute  of  a  oommentory  it  will  prove  an  Invaluable  aid." 

—TMt  LtHMtnm  QMtKtf. 
Ciown  9vo.    $1,50  <mL 

St.  Luke.    By  Ihe  Rrv.  ALrRKD  Pluumer.  D.D.,  KWlcdine  MoUei  of 

Uoiversily  College,  Durham. 

"  We  are  pleased  with  Ihe  thoiotighnns  and  ccientilic  accuracy  of  the 
bilerprelatiana.  ...  It  leema  lo  us  that  the  prevailina  cbanKteratic  of 
tbe  book  it  common  scnic,  fortifted  by  kaminD  and  piety." 

Crown  Svo.     ti-oo  net 

RotnanS.  By  the  Rev.  W1U.IAM  Sa}>»av,  D.D.,  LUD.,  Lady  Uarpnt 
Profeifor  of  Divinity,  and  Canon  of  Christ  Churrb.  Oxford,  and  the  Rei. 
A.  C  HtADLAH.  M.A.,  D.D.,  Principal  of  Kings  College,  Loodoo. 

"  We  6a  not  heuiaie  lo  commend  tlii*  as  Ifae  best  oommeetaty  oa  Itomani 
yet  wrtlim  In  Etiatlah.  It  will  do  much  M  populariae  tbb  admirablt 
and  mu(h  nnrtrij  srriefi,  by  showing  ihai  It  iapuMJble  lo  be  critical  and 
jeholorty  anil  at  the  same  time  devout  and  sntiluol.  and  intdllflble  H 
plain  Bible  readers."— rb  CkaftM  SUaJtird. 

CrowB  Bvo.     Sj.ao  wC 
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Ephesians  and  Colossians.   By  the  Rcv.  t.  k.  Abbott,  d.d^ 

D.l-iti,.  [rirmftly  l'K>(n.-'>t  ■>(  Hilihcal  Gmk,  noir  d  Hebrew.  Trinity  Cw^ 
fcge,  Dublin. 

"As  able  and  Indepcnctrnl  ptcfcof  excrdlf.  andoM'ttctRQMCCutean 
aflbrd  to  be  wflbout.  U  i;  ilic  wntk  of  3,  man  iriM  kM  aua*  hlniaU 
mulerof  this  iheme.  Ilis  eicgciical  [lefucpijons  Rivlimi,  and  we  ww 
especially  gmlcful  for  his  slrong  defense  of  ihc  inltgriiy  and  apMtoliciqr 
oJ  iheae  two  grcsi  moimmcnt*  o(  Pnulinc  tewhuig." — Tht  Expetitor. 

Crown  8vo.    %i.%eml, 

Philippians  and  Philemon.    -By  rcv.  makv-w  r.  vinczkt.  d  d., 

ProCcMor  of  Biblical  LilerjUure  In  Union  Theological  Seminary,  New  Yoek. 

"Piufeuor  Vincent's  Commenlan'  appeals  lo  me  nol  Ie»  admirable  for 
taHteBiymcril  thnn  for  ilsichotiiihipand  iU  clear  and  distrimimtinit 
dtNUWlon*  of  the  contentK  of  (hoc  Episllca." — Dr.  Geokce  P.  Fissek. 

CroKn  8vo.    ti.oo  o*!. 

8t  Peter  and  St.  Jude.    By  the  Rev.  cbakles  bdcc,  d.d., 

•OKietlmc    Regius   Professor  of   Ecclesiosiical    Hi^ory  in  the  University, 
Niw  York. 

"  The  careful  and  Ihorough  student  will  find  hen  a  vast  amount  of  in> 
formation  nioM  heli'ful  lo  him  in  hii  studies  and  researched.  TTie  inter- 
Balional  Critical  Comnienlary,  to  which  it  belongs,  will  prove  a  great 
boaa  to  ttudcnU  and  roinisurs." — Tit«  Cofoduin  Cengregntvmaliit. 

Crovn  Rvo.     t*.50  ML 


Genesis.  By  the  Rev.  John  StUNSEit,  U.D.,  Principal  and  Protessot  of 
Old  Tesument  Language  and  Literature,  College  of  Presbyterian  Chtirch 
«(  England,  Cambridge,  Eniiland. 

"  Exact  wholanhip.  a  scientific  lemner  of  mind,  and  (he  reverenre  ol 
a  believer  in  Divine  revelation  combine  tn  render  Prlnripal  Skinner 
M  ideal  commentalor  on  the  Bixik  o(  Gene^ii.  Tlie  work  before  us 
vfll  onquntionably  lake  its  iiln>.*e  in  the  very  from  rank  of  modern  OM 
Testament  commentaries.  We  can  oward  it  no  hitfher  praUe  than  to 
•ay  that  ii  need  not  thrink  from  •  ompariMn  wiih  whiit  Xwt  hitherto 
bftn/atile  frimtft  in  the  wrics  lo  which  it  belongs — Drivcr'i  Deu- 
teronomy."—R«v.  J.  A,  SeLBIe,  D.D^  in  Tbi  Expositoty  Times. 

Croirn  8vo,    tj.oo  im 
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The  Books  of  GhnHlicleS.  By  the  Ser.  Edwasd  t.  ClT>3Ta, 
FhJ}.,  DJ}.,  Piofaoor  of  Hebnw,  Yak  UnlTcnitjr,  mad  Rcr.  Albxkt  A. 
Ummzm,  Ph.D. 

"1^  CommetitaiT  desema  unidnted  praiw,  and  wDl  be  found  of 
enreme  Ttlue  by  all  who  are  Interested  m  thk  late  comititoeat  of  tbe 
Canon,  wbich  iiiMirmri  to  modi  fntetcst  alike  bom  the  lilcisi;  and 
tlM  id^oui  standpoint.  Dr.  CuTtb  has  supplied  the  EngHsb^apeakinn 
ttudeat  td  the  Old  Tlatameit  wldi  ptcdiely  the  work  he  required." 

— Rer.  J.  A.  Selbis,  BJ).,  in  Tkt  ExfotUaty  Titmtt. 

Cnnm  Sro.    93.00  m*  (Postage  additional) 


